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Executive Summary 

ELAP Assessment Survey Report 

The objective of the assessment survey conducted by the Mindanao State University-General Santos City 
Foundation, Inc. (MSUFI) in November-December 2000 was to evaluate the impact of the program, 
including the extent to which the program had helped its targeted beneficiaries develop the capability to 
make a living for themselves and their families, and whether the E L M  had contributed to strengthening 
the peace between the MNLF and the GOP. 

The surveyed "clusters" of participants were stratified by ELAP crop (corn, rice, seaweed and cultured 
fish) and by production condition. In terms of production condition, the survey separately considered 
those clusters that were inordinately affected by diseased poor weather and negative peace and order 
conditions and those that were not. A total of 87 clusters, whose members ("graduates") had received the 
full package of assistance fiom ELAP and were now expected to be producing using their own resources, 
were surveyed. The survey sample constituted 36% of the ELAP "graduate" clusters. In these clusters, 
598 ELAP beneficiaries were interviewed. This constituted 15% of the total participants in the surveyed 
clusters, and 7.2% of all ELAP program "graduates." 

Survey results indicate that the program has made a positive and sustained impact on the lives of the 
former MNLF combatants that participated in the program. Before ELAP, 43% had limited or "backyard" 
farming experience (is., farming small plots, usually well less than a hectare; growing traditional crops, 
usually on an intermittent basis and using low levels of technology); 34% of the survey respondents were 
engaged in little or no productive activity; and 8% were intermittently employed (i.e., working for 
someone else for a wage on a part-time basis). After participation in ELAP the following benefits were 
noted: 

0 

0 

ELAP provided a means of learning to make a reasonable living. About 92% of the ELAP 
graduates surveyed are stiI1 producing ELAP introduced crops. Of these, 52% have increased the 

ELM production area, and 40% had maintained the same production area. Responding to open- 
ended questions, 37% of the "cluster leaders" mentioned that income generated by their cluster 
members was used to start production of additional crops or to start new businesses, in addition to 
investing in continued production of their "ELAP crop". 

E U P  increased purchasing power. About 86% of the respondents saved money from sale of 
their ELAP assisted crops for their next production season. The majority also purchased farm 
animalsiequipment, paid debts and educational expenses, and improved their homes. 

ELAP increased crop yield. The average yields of ELAP-assisted corn, rice and seaweed farmers 
were, respectively, 37%, 133%, and 5 1 % higher than the average yields in Mindanao. 
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ELAP efectively transferred technology. Some 89% of the program "graduates" continue to use 
the technology introduced by ELAP. 

ELAP reduced the risk of armed conflict. Almost all the respondents believed that participation 
in ELAP encouraged support for the peace agreement between the MNLF and the GOP and that 
continuing ELM will discourage other former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict. 
The former MNLF combatants are also starting their reintegration into society. A significant 
percentage of the cluster leaders mentioned that ELM has provided them access to other 
programs of local government units, the Depament of Agriculture and other agencies, NGOs 
and donor organizations. This increased interaction has resulted in increased trust in the GOP. 

These results point to the sustainability of program benefits. Given the high percentage of benefici~es 
continuing and expanding production, as well as continuing to use the ELAP introduced technology, it is 
expected that program impact will continue. What are its success ingredients? The answer to this question 
is summarized in four words: the program strategy worked. The success factors that can be identified 
and supported by the survey results are: 

ELAP is responsive to the nee& of beneficiaries. A key success factor of the ELM program is 
that it directly addresses the needs of the beneficiaries. As revealed by the survey results, before 
ELAP, a vast majority of beneficiaries had been unemployed or engaged in little or no productive 
activity. They had no capital to start productive ventures and the majority of the respondents had 
limited modern farming skills and access to technology. These are the needs that have been 
directly addressed by the program. 

The ELAP approach is simple and generates quick results. The ELAP approach is appropriate for 
MNLF beneficiaries, who have not been engaged in productive activities and had limited prior 
farming experience. The program focused on quick maturing production crops (such as corn, rice, 
seaweed and cultured fish), with relatively simple technology arid readily available markets. 

ELAP provided input support for a limited time and then participants "graduated". The program 
was designed to provide limited production support. Inputs were provided for only two cropping 
cycles in the case of corn and rice, and one cropping cycle for seaweed and cultured fish. The 
beneficiaries then graduated from the program. All participants knew this, and therefore the 
responsibility of the beneficiaries to work for success was clear. Chances of dependency on the 
program were small. While the input support was limited, it was complemented with technology 
training (through ELM' and other partner organizations), which is a permanent benefit. This 
helps to assure the sustainability of the economic benefits of the program. 

The assessment survey results support a conclusion that the economic benefits of ELAP are sustainable, 
that the program has made a substantial positive impact on the lives of the former MNLF combatants, and 
that the Program has made a substantial contribution toward strengthening the peace in Mindanao. Based 
upon these findings, the Assessment Team recommends that the Program be continued and expanded. 
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qrn BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE 

1 I Introduction to the Report 

This Report presents the results and conclusions from the GEM-EL.@ assessment survey conducted b ~ .  

the Mindanao State University-General Santos City Foundation, Inc. (MSUFI) in December 2000-January 
200 1. The study was commissioned by the US Agency for International Development. 

Chapter 1 of the report provides background on the GEM-ELM program, including its objectwes, target 
beneficiaries, and assistance provided. As of December 2000, it is reported that ELAP has pro\-ided 
assistance to about 13,000 beneficiaries. In view of ongoing discussions for a possible expansion of the 
program, USAID wants to confirm if the program is, indeed, attaining its objectives. This provided the 
rationale behind the assessment sunrey. 

Chapter 2 discusses the objectives and methodoIogy of the assessment survey implemented by MSUFI. It 
provides information on the specific sumey objectives, design of the survey instruments, sampling design, 
and data collection and processing methodologies. 

Chapter 3 presents a discussion and analysis of the results of the survey. First, it provides a profile of the 
ELAP beneficiaries who were included in the survey, particuIarly their pre-ELM productive activities. 
Then, it discusses the experience of the beneficiaries under the ELAP program, including their harvest 
yieId performance in the "ELAP crops," changes in their purchasing power and uses of their harvest 
incomes, adherence to ELAP-prescribed technologies, their perceptions of ELAP, and the Program's 
impact on sustained peace. 

This chapter also discusses how the ELAP beneficiaries have sustained their production after 
"graduating', from the program and what other economic activities they have started using income from 
their "ELM crops," This part of the report also presents a discussion of the perceptions of the E L M  
beneficiaries on the program approach: 

Chapter 4 presents the summary and conclusions derived fiom the assessment survey. It addresses two 
questions that the survey set out to answer, that is:'(I) Is the ELAP program beneficial? and (2)  Are the 
program benefits sustainable? The chapter highlights both the economic and the peace and development 
benefits of the program. It concludes that the success of the program is a result of the effectiveness of the 
strategies implemented by the program. 

Finally, Chapter 5 presents some recommendations for f h r e  program activity and directions that may be 
pursued to continue to sustain the gains of the program. 
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1.2 The GEM-ELAP Program 

1.2.1 Introduction to the Program 

The Growth with Equity in Mindanao (GEM) Program is an assistance program funded by a grant from 
the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and implemented through USPIID 
Connact No. 432-C-00-95-00135-00 with Louis Berger International. fnc. Its main purpose is to 
contribute to the economic development of Mindanao through the promotion and facilitation of 
employment generating investment. An important sub-purpose is to help strengthen the peace benq.een 
the Government of the Philippines (GOP) and the Muslim community. 

On September 2, 1996, the Government of the Philippines (GOP) and the Moro National Liberation Front 
(MNLF) signed a peace agreement which brought to an end the long running armed conflict between the 
Philippine Government and the MNLF. A provision of the peace agreement was the integration of up to 
7,500 of the 45,000 or so former IvlNLF combatants into the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) and 
the national police (PNP). In support of the peace apeement, the United States Government acting 
through the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) Mission to the Philippines, initiated the 
Emergency Livelihood Assistance Program (ELM) to provide assistance to former MNLF combatants 
not integrated with the AFP and PNP so that they may join civil society and resume productive and 
peacefhl lives. The program was initially funded jointly by USAID'S Office of Transition Initiatives 
(Washington) and the USAIDPhilippines mission. Since 1999, the program has been funded exclusively 
by USAIDPhilippines. 

Sjnce its inception in August 1997, the ELM has been implemented and managed as a sub-program of 
USAXD's Gxow-th with Equity in Mindanao (GEM) Program. GEM has managed it in collaboration with 
the Southern Philippines Council for Peace and Development (SPCPD), the National Economic and 
Development Authority (NEDA), and the Bangsamoro Women's Foundation for Peace and Development 
(BMWPD). Within a month after the signing of the USAID-SPCPD Memorandum of Understanding 
authorizing the ELAP, ELAP participants had entered into production. 

1.2.2 Target Beneficiaries 

ELAP participants are selected from among former MNLF combatants who were not integrated into the 
armed forces or the national police. A multiplicity of actors is involved in the day to day activities of the 
ELAP, aIlowing for an efficient and transparent style of governance, with checks and balances, and most 
importantly, stakeholder trust. Program oversight is provided by a management committee (MANCOM) 
chaired by the SPCPD and which includes representatives from USATD, NEDA, and the BMWFPD. At 
the MNLF State level, a community committee (COMCOM) chaired by the MNLF State Chairman and 
which incIudes representatives from the BMWFPD and the MNLF national unit commands, offers 
administrative support and is responsible for participant and project site identification based on agreed 
upon selection criteria. 



I .2.3 Assistance Provided 

Estension and marketing assistance, and initial production inputs for one or two crop cycles (depending 
on the commodity to be produced) are provided to every participant, Additional financial. material. 
consultative and managerial assistance is offered via partnerships with donor agencies. national 
government line agencies, private sector firms? cooperatives, and local government units (provincial or 
municipal governments and barangays). 

Four major crops or activities had been selected for the ELAP program. These are HYV corn. rice 
(rainfed), seaweed and fish production by use of fish cages. In the case of rice and corn production. the 
inputs were seeds and fertilizer. Beneficiaries were provided production inputs for two crop cycles. For 
seaweed production and fish cage culture, the inputs were netting materials, bamboo poles, wooden stakes 
and seaweed seedling or fry. Production inputs were for one cycle only. 

1.3 A s s e s s i n g  the Gains of the  Program 

1.3.1 Beneficiaries to Date 

The ELAP started in August 1997 with 4,000 beneficiaries. The program has subsequently been 
expanded four times and the total number of beneficiaries is now 13,000. Below, find an account of how 
the ELM target participant coverage was expanded. 

1 .  The program started in August 1997 and assisted an initial batch of 4,000 participants in 146 
barangays located in 61 municipalities in 9 provinces in Mindanao. The last group of these beneficiaries 
"graduated" in July 1999. Funding for production inputs was provided by USAID'S Office of Transition 
Initiatives. Program administration and management costs were borne by the USAlD/Philippines 
mission, 

2. In June 1999, E L M  was expanded by an additional 3,000 participants, for a combined E L M  
total of 7,000 participants in 219 barangays in 85 municipalities in 13 provinces. The last group of these 
beneficiaries "graduated" from the program in December 2000. 

7 

3. In October 1999, ELM was further expanded by 4,700 new participants, raising the combined 
ELM total to 11,700 beneficiaries in 326 barangays in 117 municipalities in 13 provinces. Fishcage 
culture was introduced for the first time. The majority of participants from this batch "graduated" 
between June and September 2000. The rest are expected to graduate fiom the program in March 2001. 

4. On August 8, 2000, USAID and SPCPD agreed to further increase the number of participants by 
1,300 raising the combined ELM total to 13,000 beneficiaries in 354 barangays in 124 municjpalities in 
13 provinces in Mindanao. This group will begin planting within a few weeks. 

Through the period ending September 2000, according to EEAP records, some 11,652 former MNLF 
combatants have received or are currentIy receiving assistance and about 8,592 wiII or have "graduated" 
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fiom the program. having received the fuIl set of production inputs they were to receive under the 
program. Internal assessment indicates that the program is working \yell and succeeding in its objecti1.e 
of' helping former m L F  cornbarants develop the means of makinz a living for themselves and their 
families on a continuing basis. Gi\.en its repofled success. USAID is considering a further expansion of 
the program. Before moving foni-ard with the expansion, USAID believes it would be useful to confirm 
that the program is, indeed, attaining its objective of heIping the former combatants obtain the capability 
of earning a Iiving for themselves and their families on a continuing basis. 

For this purpose, USAID has contracted the Mindanao State University-General Santos City Foundation. 
Inc. (MSUFI) to conduct a sunre). to assess the impact of the E L M  program on its target beneficiaries. 
The MSUFI is a private, non-stock, non-profit organization which has been involved in various research 
projects for the university, government and private organizations as well as for donor organizations such 
as the USAID. 

THE NISUFl SURVEY 

2.1 Objectives of the Survey 

The primary objectives of the MSUFI survey were to determine the extent to which "graduates" of the 
program have the capability of making a reasonable living for themselves and their families and whether 
ELAP was contributing to strengthening the peace. It is believed that a very good indicator of the first 
objective would be the extent to which the "graduates" are continuing the production activities they were 
assisted to undertake under the ELAP, but are now doing so with their own resources. (Note - this is so 
because the harvest produced in a two hectare farm, if appropriate production practices are followed, will 
usually produce enough income to support a family in rural Mindanao. Similarly, output of seaweed 
production efforts of the scale made possible by E L M  assistance will also produce adequate income to 
support a ma1  family in Mindanao if appropriate production practices are followed). 

In order to carry out this assessment and be able tg come to reasonable conclusions as to the extent to 
which E L M  graduates are continuing production, MSUH was to visit a representative sample of ELAP 
clusters in Mindanao and conduct interviews with cluster leaders and individual beneficiaries. The 
MSUFl was tasked to implement a set of survey instruments (which were developed by MSUFI in 
cooperation with USAID) that will provide accurate information on the following: 

Number of participants that have received production inputs, and completed the full production 
program; 

Participants' previous involvement in farminghvelihood activity prior to participation in the 
ELAP program; 
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a Participants continuing to engage in the commerciaIly viable agicultural actjjities u*hich the). 
were introduced to under the program. using their own resources; 

a Participants continuing to practice modlfied or adapted technologies/fam~in~ or aquacultural 
practices u~hich the? were introduced to them under the program; 

Participants' material and other benefits (not the Inputs provided to them) resulting fiom their 
participation in the ELAP program: 

Participants' perceptions of the E L M  program and hou it may have contributed to improving the 
local peace and order situation, and 

improvements in "well-being" of ELAP "graduates" as well as the program's contribution to 
peace. 

2.2 Design and Pre-Testing of Questionnaires 

The MSUFI research team implemented the survey using the following set of survey forms developed by 

MSUFI and USAID: 

Survey Form #I: Survey Questionnaire for Rice and Corn Farmers for Key Informant/Cluster 
Leader (one respondent per cluster); 

Survey Form #2: Survey Questionnaire for Rice and Corn Farmers for Beneficiaries (6-15 

respondents per cluster, depending on cluster size); 

Survey Form #3: Survey Questionnaire for Seaweed FmeriFish  Cage Operation for Key 
Informant/Cluster Leader (one respondent per cluster); and 

Survey Form #: Survey Questionnaire for Seaweed Farmer /Fish Cage Operation for beneficiaries 

(6- X 5 respondents per cluster, depending on cluster size). 

Appendix B presents the sample questionnaire forms. 

The MSUFI research team including the MSUFI field team leaders for Southern Mindanao, Western 
Mindanao, Central Mindanao and the Lanao Provinces and other team members participated in the pre- 
testing of the questionnaires in Batomelong, General Santos City on November 14, 2000. The 

participants from the Batomelong cluster were part of the first batch of participants that started in August 
1997.. The cluster has 200 members who, under the E L M ,  initiated corn production using the high yield 
variety (BW), It should be noted that only the cornlrice questionnaire (for the beneficiaries) was pre- 
tested since the other questionnaires were not completed at that time. However, revisions on this 
questionnaire were incorporated in the other set of questionnaires (i.e., for seaweed, fishcage and the key 
informant/cluster leader questionnaires). Immediately after the pre-test, the group had a meeting with 
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GEM-ELAP personnel to discuss insights from the pre-test and to suggest further refinements in the 
questionnaire. Subsequently, the questionnaires underwent several revisions. MSWFI conducted an 
orientation seminar and echo training for its survey personnel on November 15-1 6.2000. 

2.3 Sampling Design 

Tulo-stage sampling was used in order to determine the clusters to be visited and the benefic~aries to be 
interviewed during the survey. First, we sampled by clusters and then we sampled by beneficiaries. At 

the start of our study ELAP had provided or was providing assistance to 336 clusters. The total cluster 
population for the survey was defined to include only those clusters that had "graduated" from the 
program. By "graduate" it is meant that they have received the inputs for two cropping cycles and 
completed the two full cropping cycles for corn and rice and one harvest cycle for aquaculture. Eight 
clusters, all those in the Seratan Dabaw State (Davao del Sur province), were excluded because some 
cluster leaderslmembers had sold some of the production inputs given to them and, consequently, they 
had been dropped fiom the ELM program. 

This delimiting process eliminated 91 clusters, leaving a total of 245 clusters. MSUFI and USAID had 
agreed that 30% of these 245 clusters must be visited. Therefore, the target sample size was 73 clusters. 

2.3.1 First Stage Sampfing: Cfusters 

The first stage of the sampling process was to select the sample clusters fkom the population. The clusters 
were classified as to potentially significant factors affecting poor or good harvest, namely weather, 
disease, and peace and order conditions. Classifications included clusters that were: 

1. Unaffected by WeatherDiseases and Peace and Order Conditions; 
2. Severely Affected by Poor Weather and Diseases (at least 50-70% of cluster members affected); 

and 
3. Severely Affected by Negative Peace and Order Conditions (at least 50-70% of cluster members 

affected). 

This classification was done to prevent the sample &om favoring certain production conditions. Based on 
the ELAP internal monitoring reports, the onIy significant factors that seem to affect production yields are 
weather and diseases, and peace and order conditions (e.g., fighting between the military and Muslim 
secessionists/Icidnap-for-ransom gangs). No significant variations in yield were noticeable across areas, 
states or clusters. The clusters were also sorted by crop type. 

The ELAP Field Managers and Technicians were consulted by the MSUFI in the classification of the 
cluster population. After classieing the 245 clusters of graduates according to crops and production 
conditions, the 73 clusters to be sampled were distributed in the same proportions found in the population. 
Table I shows the population and the proportionate sample based on this sampling procedure. 

-- 
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The clusters were then arranged wlthin the stratified categories in descending order as to the number of 
beneficiaries. The MSUFI team then picked at random the clusters that would constitute the target 
sample. This involved selecting every 5' cluster within each subgrouping and repeating the process until 
the full sample was selected. Accessibility of the sites and the peace and order conditions presently 
obtaining in the areas were also among the considerations in the choice of the sample. 

This procedure was meant to ensure that the sample clusters were spread out proportionately among the 
MNLF states and that the possible skewing of the data to favor certain crops and certain cropping 
conditions was eliminated or at least minimized. 

kd. ; Table 1. Total Number of Clusters and Target Sample 

2.3.2 Second Stage Sampling: Respondents 

Factors Affecting 
Good or Poor Harvest 
Unaffected by Weather/ 
Diseases and Peace & 
Order Conditions 

Severely Affected by 
Poor Weather and 
Pes &/Diseases 

Severely Affected by 
Negative Peace & 
Order Conditions 

The MSUFI and USAID agreed that on average 5-8 beneficiaries were to be interviewed per cluster. For 
large clusters, i.e., those with a membership of 100 or more, 10-15 respondents might be interviewed. The 
cluster leaders were requested to invite beneficiaries to be interviewed to a central location in the cluster 
area. They were asked to invite as many beneficiaries as possible and not to excIude "unsuccessful" 
participants. The assessment team then randomly select the actual beneficiaries who would be 
interviewed. "Courtesy" interviews were conducted with those not selected for "real" interviews, with the 
results of the courtesy interviews not incIuded in the survey, 

To provide some measure of validation of the information gathered fiom the beneficiaries, the cluster 
leader was interviewed as a Key Informant, He provided general information on the E L M  experience of 
the beneficiaries in his cluster. The cluster leader, who jn all cases is also a beneficiary, was also 

# of Clusters 
Target # of 
Samples 
# of Clusters 
Target # of 
Samples 
# of Clusters 
P 

d .i 
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I 

3- 1 

Corn 

6 8 

2 1 
56 
16 

3 2 

TOTAL # OF 46 
SAMPLES 

3 22 

Rice 

11 

3 
0 
0 

0 

Target # of 0 
Samples 
TOTAL # OF 
CLUSTERS 

8 

2 

Seaweed 

3 1 

10 
15 
4 

25 -- 

7 1 
----- 

73 

j 

156 

Fiohcage 

5 

2 
1 
0 

1 

I1 7 

TOTAL 

115 

36 
72 

20 

58 

245 



intenliewed as a participant. (Upon checking later it was seen that the cluster leader surveys of resuhs of 
the program in their areas were consistent with the beneficiary survey results). 

2.3 Data Collection 

Given the number of clusters to be covered and the timeframe for the survey, simultaneous surveys in all 
the ELAP sample clusters throughout Mindanao were done by the MSUFI survey teams. One team leader 
was assigned for each of the four major areas in Mindanao where there is a large population of former 
MNLF combatants. MSUFI tapped its network in the following areas for the survey implementation and 
coordination: 

MSU-General Santos City (to cover Southern Mindanao and Central Mindanao); 
MSU-Iligan and MSU-Marawi (to cover the Lanao Provinces); and 
MSU-Jolo and MSU-Tawi-Tawi (to cover Western Mindanao area). 

Fearing the possibility of some target clusters not being reached due to physical inaccessibility, 
unforeseen unavailability of participants, andlor uncontrollable factors such as deteriorating peace and 
order and undue risk against personal safety, the survey teams actually visited more sites than the target 
73 clusters. This was done to make sure that at the end of the exercise, surveys would be completed from 
at least 73 clusters. A total of 87 clusters were actually visited during the two-week on-site interview 
period. This brought the actual sample size to 36% of the 245 cluster population (see Appendix Tables 1 
and 2). In these clusters, 598 ELM beneficiaries were interviewed. This constituted 15% of the total 
participants in the surveyed clusters, and 7.2% of all ELAP program "graduates." 

Throughout the implementation of the survey, MSUFI received assistance in accessing sites from the 
GEM-PMO in Davao City and with the respective GEMELAP area offices. 

The MSUFI core teamlprincipal investigators visited the different areas to monitor the progress of data 
collection and to provide guidance to the survey teams. The completed survey questionnaires were first 
checked by the survey team leaders before leaving the clusters, clarifications were made with the 
interviewees (when necessary), and the questionnaires were edited befo~e being sent to the MSUFI 
headquarters in General Santos City for encoding. 

2.4 Data Encoding and Processing 

The survey returns were processed at the MSUFI headquarters in General Santos City using DELPHI 
database software, The computer program was developed by the MSUFI team. After thorough checking 
of the accomplished survey questionnaires for possible inconsistencies andlor misrecording of 
information, the survey returns were manually coded using a coding guidelsheet developed by MSUFI . 
This was particularly necessary for the open-ended questions where multiple answers were classified into 
sub-groupings or options. The coded information was then electronically encoded using three computers 

.- 
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connected through a local netn.ork. This system made the encoding fast as it enabled three persons to 
simultaneously enter data. 

USAID was given photocopies of partial returns from time to time. This allowed close monitoring of the 
data gathering and processing as well as validation of the computer generated results, albeit partial. 
Meanwhile, dummy tables and cross-tabulation formats were prepared by the MSUFI core team leaders to 
serve as guide for the computer programmers. To check whether the computer was accurately generating 
the information in the required format, a manual tally of some clusters was simultaneously undertaken. 
Additionally, a random check of some particular items was performed to ensure the integrity of 
encoding. 

The data tables/cross-tabulations were generated by the computer program in Microsoft Excel format 
convenient printing and formatting. 

the 

for 
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3. SURVEY RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

3.1 Profile of the ELAP Beneficiaries 

The survey covered a total of 598 graduates of the ELAP program. As shoum in Table 3 (and Appendix 
Tables 3 and 4), abour 40% of the total respondents came ffom Central Mindanao, followed by those from 
Lana0 Provinces (24%), Western Mindanao (23%), and Southern Mindanao (1 3%). 

All ELM beneficiaries surveyed are former MNLF combatants. Of these, 5 12 (86% of the sample) were 
members of the State Commands. The rest were members of National Unit Command (MJC) units. 

Table 2. Distribution of the Sample ELAP Beneficiaries by Membership 
in MNLF Command and by Area 

Area 1 State Command 1 National Unit 1 Total 1 % Share 1 

Most (65%) of the respondents had some (but, in the case of the great majority, very limited) agricultural 
experience prior to joining the ELAP program (see Table 3 and Appendix Table 6). About 22% of them 
were not invoIved in any productive activity and approximately 12% were intermittently employed, or 
working in the non-farm sector. 

Of the 390 respondents who had pre-ELAP fanning experience, 66% had only limited or 'backyard' 
farming experience. Limited farming was defined as farming less than one hectare and using traditional 
seed varieties (not OPV or hybrid for corn, the most commo~l crop). Further inquiry showed that 80% of 
the beneficiaries with limited farming experience were farming less than half a hectare, usually growing 
one crop per year with minimal inputs beyond seeds. Some 71 beneficiaries, or 18% of the sample, said 
they had aImost no farming experience. Another 16% reported that they had the "same leveI of farming 
activity as with ELM" (defined mainIy as working more or less the same farm area as the 2-hectare 
E L M  requirement per cordrice farmer). The latter may still be an overestimate as fh-ther validation 
showed that, in some cases, the level of inputs (both in terms of fertilizers and f a m  area) was actually 
lower than what they are using under the ELAP program. Almost all of these were not using hybrid 
seeds. 



Of those who had some fanning activities before E L M ,  75% were planting native (traditional) corn 
varieties, 12% were growing seaweeds. and the rest were growing either rice. vegerables or doing some 
fishinglaquaculture. 

Table 3. Pre-ELAP Livelihood Status 

3.2 Experience of Beneficiaries Under the ELAP Program 

Based on responses to open-ended questions during the survey, the clear perception of all the survey 
respondents is that the E L M  program has been a great benefit to them. This is the overriding perception 
even for those beneficiaries who did not have "successful" harvests under the program (see Table 4 and 
Appendix Table 17). The main reasbn why they perceived the program to be so beneficial is that it 
provided them with a means to earn income . They also said they were able to get production inputs, buy 
other farm inputs/facilities/anima1~, improve their living conditions, and learn farming technology. 

+ 

Several factors may have contributed to this ovenvheIming recognition of the ELAP program in their 
Iives. One key factor seems to be that, after many years of perceived neglect by government and other 
organizations (which is a major reason why many had joined the M m F  armed conflict against the 
government), this is probably the first time that they were able to receive genuine and tangible assistance 
to help improve their living conditions. It may be noted that one of the criteria for being an ELM 
beneficiary is that he/she should not have received similar assistance fiom other donor programs before. 
Their generaIIy successful production experience in ELM, and the income it produced has, indeed, made 
a significant impact on their living conditions. A significant percentage of the MNLF State Chairmen 
(based upon unsolicited comments), also noted that ELAP had created or improved working relationships 
with LGUs and national government agencies and that this has been a significant factor in increasing the 
level of trust they have in the GOP. 
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The following table reports a number of benefits that participants perceive they have obtained from 
ELM. These were responses to a number of open-ended questions posed by the interviewers. These 
perceptions are examined further by Iooking at what the survey figures indicate. 

Table 4. Reasons for Saying Why ELAP has been Beneficial 

I Reasons Cited I No. of Respondents 1 % to Total (N = 598)' ] 
/ It provided us with livelihoodimeans to earn income 22 1 34% 

/ It helped us start our own business 9 1% 

Inputs were made availabIe 
We were able to buy farm inputslfacilities/animals 
It improved our living conditions 
We learned farming technoIogy 
It provided uskooperative with start-up capital 

3.2.1 Yield Performance 

194 
138 
112 
105 
86 

( Others 

The average harvest yields of ELM beneficiaries for corn, rice, seaweeds (both for raft and line methods) 
and fishcage culture were 3.6 tonsha, 4.5 tonslha, 578 kgdperson and 224 kgdperson respectively (see 
Table 5). These average yields are substantiaIly higher than Mindanao averages reported by the Bureau 
of Agricultural Statistics (BAS). Corn yields under ELAP were 37% higher than the 2.62 tonsha average 
for Mindanao, while rainfed palay (rice) yields were 133% higher than the 1.93 tonsha average in Central 
Mindanao. The ELAP seaweed grower was also harvesting 5 1% more seaweed output than the average 
grower in the Western Mindanao area, 

32% 

26% 

20% 
18% 

15% 

Table 5. Harvest Yields under ELAP Program vs. Farmers' Yields in the Locality 

'Based on the weighted averages of responses from successful and unsuccessful beneficiaries. For corntrice, the weighted 
averages of responses for the first and second croppings were also calculated. Adds up to more than 100% due to multiple 
responses. 

36 

(BAS). 
' ~ased  on the average yields for palay (rainfed) in Central Mindanao in 1997 and 1998 as reported by the BAS. The ELAP- 

assisted rice farms are located in Lanao Province in Central Mindanao. 
%erived from Bureau of Fisheries and Aquaric Resources (BFAR)-Zamboanga City seaweed production data for Western 

Mindanao in 2000, based on 5 croppings per year. 

6% 
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These high yields were obtained despite the fact that ELAP average yields were substantially decreased 
by unfavorable production conditions. particularly diseasesipests. poor weather (El NiRo) and bad peace 
and order conditions. Harvests of many cornhice farming clusters. for example, were adverse]). affected 
by attacks of locusts and rodents as u.ell as the dry spell of the El nido and flooding in some areas caused 
b ~ .  La Niiia. Clusters not affected by these problems obtained an average yield of 4.4 tonsha for corn. 

Diseases and poor weather conditions also significantly affected the ylelds for seaweed, as evidenced by 
the Iowa 387 kgs/person average yield in affected areas compared to 575 kgdperson output of unaffected 
clusters (see Table 6 and Appendix Table 7). The "ice-ice" disease of seaweed was the most common 
cause cited by affected seaweed growers. 

Peace and order conditions appear to have had no impact on the yield for seaweed. This may be explained 
by the fact that respondents may have based their answers on their yield performance in 1998 (when they 
had their first cropping) when conditions were far better. For fishcage, however, the impact of peace and 
order problems is evident. 

On the average, about 474 or 79% of the respondents perceived themselves to have had "successful" 
harvests. A "successful harvest" is defined by the survey as one where the respondent said he fared better 
than he did before E L M  (if he was previously engaged in farking), or as compared to his neighbors if 
he was not previously engaged in farming.' 

Table 6. Average Yields and Success Rates by Crop and Production Conditions 

Crop/Production Condition I % to Total [ Weighted Ave. yieldl 1 
CornlRice 75% 
Unaffected by diseases and poor weather and 39% 

3.6 tonsha 
4.5 tonsha 

peace and order conditions 
Affected by diseases and poor weather condition 
Affected by peace and order condition 
Seaweeds 
Unaffected by diseases and poor weather and 

_peace and order conditions 
Affected by diseases and poor weather condition 
Affected by peace and order condition 
Fishcage 
Unaffected by diseases and poor weather and 

' This was how the interviewers phrased the questions. 

21% 
15% 
23 % 
12% 

peace and order conditions 
Affected by peace and order condition 
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3.7 tonsha 
3.2 tonsha 

578 kgslperson 
575 kgdperson 

4% 
7% 

2.5% 
1.8% 

387 kgslperson 
584 kgdperson 
224 kgstperson 
234 kgdperson 

to or corn/rice, yields were averaged for both croppings; for seaweeds, yields for raft and line methods were added. 
0.7% 208 kgslperson 



The highest incidence of success was in seaweed production (98%)'. This was followed by corn/rice 
production with an average success rate of 87% for the first and second croppings, and fishcage culture 
(73%). This high success rate is reinforced by the number of beneficiaries continuing afier the ELAP 
program. Of the 598 respondents. 580 or 97% continued to produce afier "graduating" fkom the program 
and are still producing now, n.ith 51% farming on a larger area than in E L M .  Only 5% have reduced 
their production area. 

While the average success rate is relatively high, diseases, poor weather and peace and order conditions 
sigificantly pulled down the averages. For example, without these unfavorable conditions, the perceived 
success rate in codr ice  production was to be 95% on the average for both croppings. With poor weather 
and diseases, the average was 78%. With problematic peace and order conditions, the average was 80%. 

The impact of these conditions, however, was not as significant for perceptions of success in seaweed 
production and fishcage cuIture. The average success rate for seaweeds without these unfavorable 
conditions was 98%. With diseases and poor weather conditions, the average success rate for seaweeds 
(considering both raft and Iine methods) was 91%. These conditions appear to have little effect on 
fishcage production beneficiaries perception of success. 

The comparative yields by type of seaweed farming method used indicate that the raft method has higher 
yields than the line method. ELAP seaweed growers who used rafts realized an average yield of 598 
kilostperson as against 558 kiloslperson for those using lines. From interviews with ELAP beneficiaries 
and technicians, it was verified that the raft method is, indeed, more productive because the seaweed is 
not affected by high and low tides as much as the other method. However, the raft method requires 
certain ideal seawater depth requirements which are not possibb in some ELAP cluster sites with shallow 
water. 

Across ELM codr ice  producing areas and states, beneficiaries in Central Mindanao and Lanao Province 
fared better than those in Southern Mindanao (see Appendix Table 8), with the first two areas averaging a 
yield of 4 tonsha as against 3.4 tonshfa in Southern Mindanao. During the survey, it was found that most 
of the Selatan Kutawato clusters in Southern Mindanao were the most affected by El niiio and pests 
(locusts and rodents). The Ranao Norte state in Lanao Province and the Sebangan Kutawato state in 
Central Mindanao also had relatively lower harve~t*~ields (about 3 tonsha) due to poor weather (EI niiio 
and flooding caused by La nifia) and peace and order conditions. 

2 Ideally, seaweed farmers can do 5-8 croppings per year. The production system supplied enabled each participant 
to harvest about 1,000 kgs of dried seaweed per system per cropping which couId be soId from PhP18-20 per kg. If 
there was no incidence of "ice-ice" diseases or if the area was relatively free from military operations, and the peace 
and order conditions secure, each farmer could realize over PhP100,OOO. The profitability of the operation allowed 
for recovery of the cost of the production system after the first successful crop. In the case of raft systems, farmers 
can still use the rafts for up to two years, and would only need to acquire seed stock to repeat the operations. Should 
"ice-ice" disease be prevalent in the area or if there are ongoing military operations, farmers would defer planting 
and wait until the sibation again allows for ideal plant growth and development. 
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-4 look at yield performance of the beneficiaries by their year of participation in the ELAP program 
reveals that the average yields of codrice were increasing each year with the highest in 2000. when the 
farmers obtained 5 tonsha and 4.89 tonsha in the first and second croppmgs. respecti\.el~, (see Appendix 
Table 9). 

For ELAP seaweed growers, 1998 (Phase 1) still remains to be the apparent best year for them in terms of 
production yield, with the average farmer who said his harvest was successful doing 860 kilos (see 
Appendix Tables 9 and 10). Average yields in 1999 and 2000 were about 580 kiloslperson. 

For the 15 surveyed beneficiaries who went into fish cage culture, those who started in 1999 reported a 
h~gher average yield of 240 kilos/person, as compared to 175 kilos for those who started in 2000. 

3.2.2 Purchasing PowerIUses of Harvest Income 

Survey data (on proxy indicators of income and purchasing power which were culled from the survey 
based on responses of ELAP beneficiaries to open-ended questions) indicate an improvement in the 
purchasing power of beneficiaries under the ELAP program and a strong attitude of self-reliance and 
sustainability, 

About 86%, or 516, of the ELAP graduates purchased inputs for follow-on or expansion of their 
production though the income they got from harvest after paying for their living expenses (see Table 7 
and Appendix Table 11). Most of these were codr ice  farmers. Seaweed farmers, on the other hand, 
generally do not need to buy seaweed inputs to continue production since they normally get these from 
cuttings from their harvest. However, for some of the growers whose seaweed farms were devastated by , 

the "ice-ice" disease and high waves and the farmers who expanded their seaweed farms, additional 
inputs like seedlings, lines, rafts and netting materials were purchased. 

Only 6% of the codr ice  farmers used their first crop harvest income to purchase production inputs for 
expanded production. This is understandable since the ELAP program provided them their inputs for the 
second cropping. With no prospect, though, of getting further inputs after their "graduation" from the 
E L M  program, most (89%) of these farmers started purchasing inputs fox follow-on and expanded 
production using their second cropping harvest incoke. This was exactly what ELAP planners had hoped 
they would do. 

About 53% also purchased farm animaIs/equipment~vehicles from income net of living expenses (see 
Appendix Table 11). Most of the respondents, particularly for corn and rice, purchased these farm 
animals/equipment/vehicIes in the first cropping since they expected to receive E L M  inputs in the second 
cropping. Many of them bought work animals (e.g., carabaos and cattle), plows, f a m  tools, threshers, etc. 
for direct use in their crop production while some bought communications equipment (e.g., two-way VHF 
radios) as well as, in a few,cases, second hand trucks, jeepneys and motorcycles for use in their farm and 
trading operations andlor as public utility vehicles for additional income. In the case of the seaweed 
farmers, about 95% used their first cropping harvest income to purchase "equipmenthehicles" such as 
bancas andfor motors. 
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Table 7. Uses of Harvest Income Other Than for Living Expenses 

1 Purchased production inputs for follow ord 1 5 16 1 86.3% I 

Uses of Harvest Income 

Started productive activities other than current 
7 

crop' 

I expanded droduction3 - 

Purchased farm animaIs/equipmentii~ehicles2 
Purchased post-harvest facilitiesZ 
Education of children' 

2For corn/rice, the ksponses for the two cropping;were werag&. 
3 ~ f t e r  graduating from ELAP (for com/rice, this means after the second cropping). Seaweed growers generally do not need 
additional production inputs (i.e., seaweed seedlings, lines, rafts, etc.) for follow-on production, except for those whose 
harvests have been severely affected by poor weather and disease, and those who expanded production. 

It should be noted that these items are also production inputs, which indicates the possibility of 
entrepreneurship and the desire of the beneficiaries to continue pursuing and sustaining their productive 
or income generating activities, This is further indicated by the fact that a number of respondents started 
small businesses, purchased postharvest facilities, etc. Interviews with cluster leaders revealed that 
participants in 37% of the clusters have started pxoducing crops in addition to the "ELM' crops," or 
started non-fann srnalI businesses using ELM proceeds. Some cooperative-based clusters used member 
contributions to buy common service postharvest facilities Iike shellers, solar dryers and hauling 
equipment. 

1 

Number of 1 % Share1 

3 18 
I 

53.2% 
12 2.0% 
7 8 13.0% 

Home improvements' 
Paid debts" 
Others 

More than a third used part of their in~ome to pay debts (including redeeming mortgaged land and paying 
debts to traders andfor to their cooperatives). About 19% mentioned using their income to make house 
improvements or buy appliances, and 13% said they paid for the education of their children. Other uses of 
income include personal matters such as getting married and payment of dowry. 

Responses 
17 

Many of the beneficiaries commented on the extraordinary economic impact of the ELAP program on 
their lifestyle. One stated that "(the ELM) has given our life a new beginning. We have become 
productive and financially independent. We are now farmers, no Ionger fighters." (See Table 25 of 
Appendix A for quotes fiom cluster leaders). 

(N = 598) 
2.8% 

' ~ a s e d  on total respondents=598; totals do not tallv due ro multiwle answers. 

I 1  1 
152 
67 

3.2.3 Promoting Peace in Mindanao 

- - 

1 8.6% 
25.4% 
11.2% 

Parallel to the direct economic benefits that they enjoyed from the program, all but three of the 598 
respondents perceived their participation with the ELAP program as a dear and direct benefit of the GOP- 
MNLF peace agreement (see Table 8 and Appendix TabIes 18 to 25). Responding to open-ended 
questions, the two main reasons cited by at least half of the total respondents as to why they perceived 

- - 
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their participation was such, were that: (1 )  the peace agreement promoted peace in their communities: and 
(2) the E L M  program provided them with the means to make a continuing living, as. they said "n.as 
promised in the peace agreemenr." Many actuaIly remarked that "they are now seeing the promises {of a 
better life) to them being fulfilled." 

The high level of awareness among the respondents of the connection between the E L M  program and the 
GRP-MNLF peace agreement also indicates that ELAP's orientation program among its target 
beneficiaries has been effective. 

The ELAP beneficiaries apparently believe that continued operation of the ELAP is important for the 
maintenance of peace. As respondents generalIy perceived their participation in the E L M  as a benefit of 
the peace agreement, they also believe that continued operation of the ELAP program would encourage 
more support for the GOP-MNLF Peace Agreement from the people. In fact, only one respondent 
disagreed with this statement. About 99% of the respondents also believed that continued operation of 
the program will discourage fellow former combatants from resuming armed conflict. These perceptions 
are corroborated by interviews with the cluster leaders who claimed, in almost all instances, that all their 
cluster participants see themselves as benefiting from and supporting the E L M  program and the peace 
agreement (see Appendix Table 24). 

Table 8. Perceptions on ELAP and the Peace Agreement 

Perceptions 

Participation in the ELM Program is a benefit of 
the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement 
Continued operation of ELM encourages support 
for the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement from 

This favorable outlook for peace and development in Mindanao is reflected in the percentage of 
respondents who believe that continued E L M  operation would result in better livelihood and less 
fighting (see Table 9). The ability to provide a means to earn a decent living is ranked far and away as 
the greatest benefit of the ELAP program. In unsolicited comments, half of the graduates Iinked their 
improved livelihood from ELAP assistance to peace. Some 67% of them believe that other former 

from people 
Continued operation of the program discourages 
fellow former combatants from resuming armed 
conflict 
Continued operation of the program wiIl not 
discourage fellow former combatants from 
resuming armed conflict 
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Number of Respondents Who 
Agreed with the Statements 

gV = 598) 
595 

5 97 

% to 
Total 

99.5% 

99.8% 

- 

594 

4 

Continued operation of ELM will not encourage 
support for the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement 

99.3% 

0.7% 

1 0.2% 



combatants will be able to expenence the same benefit from future E L M  operation if they are given the 
opportunity to participate in the program. An additional 14% mentioned that the life of a farmer. that 
ELAP made possible, is a "better alternative than fighting". 

Livelihood from E L M  farming has become a better alternative for many former combatants. In Ramain 
and Maguing in Lanao Province. it was reported that the incidence of banditry, burglaty and other illegal 
activities were reduced to almost nil. Local authorities attribute this to the widespread part~cipation in the 
ELAP that occurred in those areas. 

Table 9. Perceptions on Benefits of ELAP 
(% of Total Respondents to an Open-Ended Question) 

Reasons Cited 

To a large extent, the ELAP program has contributed to "changing the landscape" of areas where it 

operates. Cases in point are the areas along the Ampatuan to Cotabato City road and those along the 
Camen-Bukidnon roads. These used to be "hotspots" during the conflict between Muslim rebels and the 
government military, with only a few residential houses and nipa huts sparsely spread across vast 
grasslands. Today, new ELAP communities surrounded by corn fields and other crops have been created 
along this'major highway. . The same is true in the Margues cluster (in Datu Odin Sinsuat, Maguindanao 
Province) were there now stands a new small mosque constructed by the E L M  cluster leader for the local 
community. 

Continued ELAP 

Better livelihood~means to earn income 
Farming better alternative than fighting 

Many beneficiaries (for example, in some clusters in Central Mindanao and Lanao Province) said that "a 
harmonious relationship had developed between Muslims and the military and non-Muslims in our 
communities after the ELAP program. We now live peacefully with our families and are free to move 
around, without fear of clashes with the military. There is now no need to go back to our hard life in the 
mountains." 

operation' 
66.9% 
13.9% 

The former MNLF combatants are also starting their reintegration into socjety. In unsolicited comments, 
a significant percentage of the cluster leaders mentioned that ELAP provided them more interaction with 
and access to local government units, the Department of Agriculture and other agencies, NGOs and donor 
organizations. They can now "go anywhere (they) want to go." This increased interaction has resuIted in 
increased trust in the government. 

In the case of those few respondents who thought that this program would not discourage their fellow 
former combatants from resuming armed conflict, they said that they believed many joined the MNLF not 
for economic reasons only but for ideological, religious and other motives. 
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3.2.4 Technology Transfer 

Aslde from production inputs. the ELAP program also provided technical assistance to EL.4P 
beneficiaries mainly through aaining, technology transfer and technical guidance in production. 
postharvest and marketing aspects of their farminglaquaculture activities. The E L M  managers, assisted 
by field technicians assigned to all the ELAP sites, provide such technical services based on tried and 
tested production models and practices in Mindanao. 

The survey results show that about 90% (397 out of 439) of the codr ice  farmers who continued their 
production after graduating from the ELAP program adhered to the E L M  farming practice, that is, they 
used a similar set of seeds and fertilizers as with ELAP (see Table 10 and Appendix Table 14). 

Some 10% opted to use different kinds or amounts of fertilizers or switched to OPV seeds instead of 
using hybrid corn seeds. Despite the lower yields, some prefer OPV seeds mainly because of their 
suitability in particular areas (for example, some clusters in Southern Mindanao, Ranao Norte and 
Sebangan Kutawato which are susceptible to El nifio and La niiia) and early maturity (75 days or shorter 
as some farmers earn early cash fiom selling young boiled corn), Some OPV seed users also stated that 
the H W  crops are more expensive as they require more inputs, thus making it more risky for farmers 
whose crops are affected by harsh weather conditions, pests and diseases as well as by poor peace and 
order. The reduction in fertilizer use is usually because of the lower input requirements of OPV seeds and 
the cost savings sought by the farmers. 

Table 10. Farming Practices Adopted by ELAP Graduates 
Who Continued Production 

*The 5 fishcage beneficiaries changed their fry. 

AIl the seaweed growers who continued production after ELM followed the ELAP-stipulated farming 
practice. 

Nine (64%) of the 14 E L M  beneficiaries who continued their fish cage projects adhered to the E L M  
practice. The rest used a different set of inputs like fry. Some respondents particularly from the Sapu 
Masla remarked that fish cage technology is relatively harder to learn and the income returns from its 

Farming Practice 
Similar set of seeds and 
fertilizers as ELAP 

Different kind of seeds, 
and/or kind or amount 
of fertilizers 

Fishcage (N = 14) 
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9 

Seaweeds (N = 127) 

Others 
TOTAL . 

64.3% 127 

Corn/Rice (N = 439) 

100.0% 397 

35.7% 
100.0% 

* 

127 - 

90% 

42 

439 . 

i 
5 * 

100.0% 1 14 

10% 

100.0% 



operation take a longer time to be realized than, say, fishing or 
study should be done on suitable fish species for particular areas. 

3.2.5 Sourcing of Inputs 

corn production. Some said that more 

During the sun7ey, 175 corn/rice farmers from Central Mindanao and Lanao Province were asked the 
additional question of where they buy their inputs after graduating from E L M  and at what price. This 
was meant to provide some information on availability and cost of their inputs compared with the E L M -  
pro.vided inputs. 

lnputs are readily availabIe to farmers in Mindanao. The major sources of corn seeds and fertilizers for 
most Central Mindanao famers are Kabacan, Esperanza, Tacurong and Midsayap. Average prices of 
corn seeds ranged from PhP1,723 per bag of Ayala seeds and PhP1,620 per bag of Pioneer seeds in 1998 
to PhP1,800 and PhP1,463, respectively, in 2000. 

Average cash prices for urea and complete fertilizers were PhP400 and PhP263 per bag, respectively, in 
1998 and PhP399 and PhP398 per bag by 2000. Freight cost per bag ranged from PhP3.00 from the 
nearest point to as high as PhP30.00 per bag over the longest distances. Lanao Province famers source 
their urea and complete fertilizers from Kauswagan, Marawi and Wao at average cash prices of PhP432 
and PhP395 per bag, respectively. They are also abIe to get these inputs on credit at PhP575 per bag. 

Compared to these prices, the prices of production inputs (seeds, urea and complete fertilizers) provided 
by the ELAP program were lower. ELM-provided seeds, urea and complete fertilizers were cheaper by 
about 25%, 10% and 5%, respectively, compared to cash prices of locally purchased inputs, net of freight 
costs. It should be noted that seeds represent Iess than a third of input costs. 

3.3 Follow-on Activity After ELAP: Sustainability of the Benefits 

One of the key questions that are being addressed by the survey is whether the beneficiaries will continue 
to produce after receiving assistance. In what follows, the issue of sustained ability is examined. The 
issues underlying the alternative program approach5s are also explored. 

3.3.q Sustained Productive Activity 

A total of 590 (or 99%) of the ELAP beneficiaries covered by the survey reported that they continued 
producing after "graduating" from the E L M  program (i.e., completing up to two cropping cycles using 
ELAP inputs and technology). Of these, 580 (97% the total sample) are still producing now. These 
include 89 beneficiaries who said that either or both their first or second harvests were not "successful" 
(see Table 11 and Appendix Tables 12 to 13). Surveys of cluster leaders confirm the high percentage of 
cluster participants continuing to produce. 

Of the 580 ELAP beneficiaries who are still producing, 238 (41%) said that they continue to farm a 
similar area size as with ELAP. Another 314 beneficiaries (54%) report they have increased their farm 
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areas, encouraged by their generally successful experience and productivity in EL.Q and sustained 
income from their production. About 5% said they had reduced their area. 

The profitability of seaweed production is reflected in the higher (70%) incidence of beneficiaries 
espanding their farm areas after ELAP graduation. 

Of the 10 E L M  graduates sun-eyed who are no longer producing now, 5 were able to do one more 
cropping and four went on to do at least two more croppings before stopping production altogether. 

Table 11. Production Status After ELAP Program 

The main reasons cited by the beneficiaries who discontinued production were the deteriorating peace and 
order situation in their areas and the disease that affected their production (particularly the "ice-ice" 
disease of seaweed). Two mentioned that they had found better paying employment (see Appendix Table 
16). 

% Share 
I %  

97% 
40% 
5% 

52% 
2% 

i Status of Production 1 Number 

slopped) 
Total 

Aside from continuing to produce the E L M  crops, more than a third of the cluster leaders said that their 
cluster participants have expanded into other productive activities. Participants in some corn-producing 
clusters in Sebangan Kutawato (South.Cotabato), for example, are intercropping high value crops such as 
banana and mango, using income from their corn harvests to initiate production of these crops. 
Participants in a few clusters in Central Mindanao started fishcage culture, tilapia fishponds, livestock 
fattening and duck raising enterprises. ELAP participants in Talayan have started planting cotton, 
assisted by a technician fiom Mindanao Cotton Corp. (a GEM-assisted project). Seaweed growers in 
Tawi-Tawi and Sulu aIso invested in fish corrals and abalone pens. In addition to these expanded farm 
activities, quite a number of cluster participants started retailing (e.g., sari-sari store, mini-grocery, 
bakery) and trading enterprises. 

Stopped Production ajar the ELAP Program 
Confinued Production (until nolil) 

Similar production area 
Reduced production area . 

Increased production area 
Continued Production after the program (buf subsequently 

Some clusters have started "spreading the benefits" of the ELAP program on their own initiative; When 
probed during the survey why they were reporting a higher number of ELAP beneficiaries than the ELAP 
records show, some cluster leaders said that they have shared some of their income fiom follow- 
odexpanded production to provide inputs for other non-ELAP former MNLF combatants, relatives, 
friends and neighbors. In some cases, the cluster leader themselves have acted as traders/consolidators of 
the produce for this expanded producer base, thus, earning additional income, some of which was used to 
further expand their enterprises andlor diversify into other high value crops. 

8 
580 
238 
28 
3 14 

I0 I 

598 
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3.3.2 Program Approach 

3.3.2.1 Type of Assistance 

Almost all (582 or 97% of the total) of the respondents believe that their fellow former mLF 
combatants, who have yet to receive assistance, would prefer receiving seeds, fertilizers and similar 
production inputs themselves rather than posthamest facilities and equipment through coopmtives and 
other associations (see Table 12 and Appendix Table 19). They said that these inputs are primary and 
basic for production and will provide an immediate source of income, as was derived from their ELAP 
experience. They found this arrangement more practical, saying that access to inputs are a priority and 
that other facilities may be acquired later. Some seaweed farmers particuIarly commented that 
"production inputs are difficult to acquire for those just starting with seaweed production, while seaweed 
postharvest facilities are easy to construct with locally available materiak" 

Many of the cluster leaders also emphasized the role of technology in their successful production. "We 

were provided with inputs and guided with the proper technology. ELM has changed our ways of 
farming into a scientific one. It brought technology right to our doorstep and ELM technicians are ever 
present to monitor and supervise us." 

The 16 respondents who preferred facilities said that facilities are more important. One of them said that 
they now have inputs. 

3.3.2.2 Distribution of Inputs 

The same number of respondents said that they think their fellow former MNL.F combatants will prefer 
receiving production inputs from ELM personally rather than these inputs going to the group and being 
distributed to them according to the group's majority decision. In response to open-ended questions, a 
majority cited that this manner of distribution is fair, transparent and equal and will avoid 
favoritismhnequities. About a third also think that all qualified can "directly" avail of assistance this way 
(see Appendix Table 20). 

Further discussions with some respondents, including the cluster leaders, reveal that many prefer the 
"ELAP system" of distributing inputs individually because this system is very clear on the mechanics of 
distribution as to the amount and type of inputs as we11 as manner of deIivery to them. However, a few 
beneficiaries also expressed the view that due respect should be given to their cluster leaders whom they 
also look up to for guidance and security. They said that the group leaders should be properly consulted 
inasmuch as they are the ones who know their cluster members well (for example, who are the more 
responsiblehardworking and who are not). While personal distribution of inputs is preferred, the leaders 
should be actively involved for accountability and proper distribution. 

Only 16 of the 598 respondents categorically said that their fellow MNLF former combatants would 
prefer inputs to be distributed by group decision in order to strengthen the grouplcooperative and for fair 
availment of assistance. 
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TabIe 12. Perceptions of Respondents on the Program .4pproach 

f Perceptions on the Program Approach 1 Number 1 I 

O/, to I 
i 1 (5-598) 1 Total I 
j Prefer to recei1.e seeds, fertilizers and similar production inpurs 

cooperative 

562 1 97% : 

Perceive that fellow former MNLF combatants who have vet to I 582 
receive assistance prefer to receive inputs individuaIly 
Perceive that fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet to 
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97% 

I receive assistance do not prefer to receive inputs individually 

individually 1 1 

16 
1 

Prefer to receive post-harvest facilities and equipment through j 16 

3% 

3% 



4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSfONS 

The preceding discussion of the s u n q  results focused on addressing m o  basic questions: 

Is the ELAP program beneficial? 
Are the benefits sustainable? 

The answers to these questions are summarized and synthesized in order to highlight the lessons learned. 

4.1 Peace and Economic Development: the Twin Benefits 

The ELAP program has undoubtedly made an impact on the Iives of the beneficiaries and on rhe whole 
community of former MNLF combatants in general. It addressed the economic problems that plague the 
community. These problems appear to have played a major role in the peace and order problems in the 
region. 

The ELAP program addressed the problems that former combatants had neither the knowledge of how to 
farm in a manner that would produce adequate yields, nor the capital to get started. As a result of the 
program, a majority of the beneficiaries have improved their income and purchasing power. As they 
acquired the technology and generated income through the program, they were able to continue 
production. The success of the ELAP program demonstrated the role of economic development in 
achieving peace in the region. About 99% of the beneficiaries believed that continued operation of the 
progrmm will discourage former fellow MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict. A summary of 
these benefits is outlined in Table 13. 

Indicator 
Employment 
Status and 
Production 
Expansion 

Table 13. Summary of ELAP Benefits 

Before ELAP 
162 or 27% of the total 
respondents were not engaged 
in any productive activity 

390 or 65% had some farming 
experience but: 

* 66% or 256 of these were 
fanning in a very limited 
scale; 

* 18% or 7 1 had almost no 
farming activity; and 

* only 16% or 63 were at the 
same level of farming as with 
the ELAP program. 

After ELAP 
590 or 99% continued producing 
after 'graduating' from the 
program but: 

580 or 97% are still producing 
now, which include 89 
beneficiaries who were not 
successful in their harvest. 

Of these: 

* 52% increased area; 

* 40% maintained area; and 

* 5% reduced their production 
area. 
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Teclznology 
Transfer 

Average yieldha for yellow 
corn in Mindanao (between 
1997-1 993) is 2.62 tonsha 

Average yieldha for rainfed 
palay (rice) in Central 
Mindanao (between 1997- 1998) 
is 1.93 tonslha 

Average yield per seaweed 
fanner for Western Mindanao 
in 2000 is 382 kgs 
82% were not employed or had 
very limited farming activity 

Over 40% had almost no or 
limited farming and about 3 1% 
had no productive activity or 
experience in farming , 

High risk.of resuming armed 
conflict due to the absence of 
opportunities to improve their 
economic status + 

-4verage yieldha for yellow corn I 
is 3.6 tonsha. which is 37OG I 

I higher 

Ayerage yieldha for rainfed rice 
is 4.5 tonsha, which is 133% 
higher 

Average yield per farmer is 5 78 
kgs, which is 5 1% higher 

86% saved money for their next 
set of inputs 
Most used money to buy farm 
animaldequipment, paid debts 
and educational expenses, and 
improved homes 
89% of the respondents continued 
to adopt the prescribed ELAP 
technology 

Majority of the respondents saved 
money to buy inputs (seeds, 
fertilizers, farm animals and 
equipment) 

The higher yield in seaweed 
production is due to better 
production methods and higher 
quality of seaweed provided by 
E L M  

a 99% of the respondents beIieve 
that continued operation of the 
ELAP program will discourage 
fellow former combatants from 
resuming anned conflict 

It is interesting to note that the hypothesis or argument that the armed conflict is linked with poverty 
incidence or economic problems is supported by the survey results. First, all but one of the surveyed 
participants stated that continued operation of ELAP would discourage their fellow former MNLF 
combatants from resuming armed conflict. We can safely assume that this holds true for themselves as 
well. Therefore, ELAP directly contributed to sustaining peace. Secondly, in response to an open-ended 
question on why they think it would discourage former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict, 
66% directly cited economic reasons. An additional 14% said that agricultural production was a better 
alternative than fighting. The latter reason is also economic in nature. 
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4.2 Sustainability of Benefits 

The high percentage of ELAP "graduates" continuing production points to the sustainabiliw of the 

economic benefits of the program.'This is not surprising, however, for a number of reasons. First. the 
percentage of beneficiaries that perceived that their participation was a success is high. Second. survey 
results revealed that their yields are much higher than the Mindanao or national average and their 
purchasing power has increased. Third, the program has effectively transferred the technology since the 
majority of the beneficiaries have continued applying the technology given to them. (In fact, more than 
half of them increased their production area.). A logical consequence of a program that has genuinely 
made an impact is for the beneficiaries to continue even after the program ends. In the case of ELAP, it is 
logical for the beneficiaries to continue producing products supported by the program since these 
activities are profitable. 

Survey results indicate that the beneficiaries continue to successfully produce. Clearly, the ELAP 
program has been beneficial. Clearly, the benefits are sustainable. But what are its success factors? 
Several of these factors can be identified to explain the success of the program based on the survey 
results. 

4.3 Why did the  Program Succeed? 

The success can be summarized in four words: the program strategy worked. The design as well as the 
implementation of the program were both effective. This can be fkther substantiated by examining some 
important success elements of the program strategy. Three key elements are posited: 

I. The program directly addressed the key needs of the beneficiaries. 
2. The program approach was simple and generated quick results. 
3. The program provided support for a limited time and then the participants "graduated." 

A brief discussion of each of these factors follow. 

4.3.1 Needs of the Beneficiaries: Addressing the Key Problems , 

A key success element of the ELAP program is that it directly addressed key needs of the beneficiaries. 

As revealed by the survey results, a majority of beneficiaries before ELAP were unemployed or engaged 
in limited productive activity. Hence, poverty incidence was high among these former MNLF combatants. 
(It probably was about go%.) They had no capital to start productive ventures. The majority of the 
participants had inadequate skills and technology in farming. These needs were directly addressed by the 
program. 
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4,3.2 Approach is Simple and Generates Quick Results 

The progam approach was simple and generated quick results. This is the best approach for beneficiaries 
\vho have not been engaged in productive activities and had limited experience in farming. The program 
focused on quick growing crops (such as corn, rice, seaweeds and cultured fish) with relatively simple 
technology and with a readily a\.ailable market. 

4.3.3 ELAP Provided Input Support for a Limited Time and Then Participants 
LLGraduated'y 

The program was designed to provide limited production support for a limited period of time. Inputs 
were provided for only two cropping cycles in the case of corn and rice, and one cropping cycle for 
seaweed and cultured fish. The beneficiaries then graduated from the program. All participants knew 
this, and therefore the responsibility of the beneficiaries to work for success was clear. Chances of 
dependency on the program were small. While the input support was limited, it was complemented with 
technology training (through ELAP and ELAP partner organizations), which is a permanent benefit. 
This helps to assure the sustainability of the economic benefits of the program. 

4.4 ELAP and Peace 

Data collected indicates that, overwhelmingly, the former MNLF combatants who benefited fi-om the 
E L M  believe that their participation has been a significant factor in their not again taking up arms 
against the GOP. They also overwhelmingly believe that giving the opporhmity to participate in the 
ELAP to their former co-combatants who have not yet had the opportunity to participate, would greatly 
lessen chances that those individuals would again take up arms against the government. 

This should not be surprising. The connection between lack of economic opportunity and the outbreak of 
rebellion is well known. The lack of economic opportunity for members of Mindanao's Muslim 
community, while probably not the only reason leading to the outbreak of rebellion on their part, clearly 
was a major contributing factor. Similarly, ameIiorating this problem - the lack of economic opportunity 
- has been a major factor reducing the prospect that the former MNLF combatants who benefited fi-om 
the program will resume armed struggle against the ~ O P .  Extrapolating from this, extending the benefits 

of the ELAP to additional former MNZF combatants will also reduce the prospect that they will again 
take up arms against the GOP. 

Figure I ,  below, very simply lays out the well known connection 
outbreak of armed conflict. 

4.5 Problems Identified 

There were three (rnostIy minor) problems in ELAP implementation 

between economic inequity and the 

identified by the survey team during 

the course of survey implementation. First, cIearIy the seven beneficiaries clusters initiating fish cage 
culture have had the greatest difficulty succeeding. Second, in several of the corn growing clusters, 
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beneficiaries expressed a preference for a seed variety (or company) other than the one provided. Third. h i  

In a few seaweed clusters. beneficiaries expressed a desire for more on-site rechnlcian training. 
Discussions with ELAP staff revealed that of the crops supported by E L M .  fish cage culture had the 
most dlfficuIt technology and that by changing the fish species success in later sites was increased. ELAP w 

corn seed procurement, according to ELAP staff, was through competitive bidding, with \varieties 
recommended by an expert from Los Bafios after field assessment of each area. In those few seaweed 

hi sltes not visited by technicians as often as beneficiaries would like, the reason given was the ongoing 
conflict. 

Figure 1. Vicious Cycle of Poverty and Armed Conflict 
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5, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAM 
ACTIVITY 

The success of the program is primarily attributed to good program design and management. The ELAP 
program has been responsive to the needs of its beneficiaries. Prior to ELAP, most of them were 
unemployed or were engaged in marginally productive activities. They had inadequate skills and 
technology in farming and they had no capital. With these kinds of targeted beneficiaries, a program 
designed to assist them to start producing was precisely what was needed. This is what the ELAP is all 
about. It focused on crops which have ready markets and provided a technology which is simple and has 
been tested. This generated quick results. 

For the future, it appears that there are two directions that can be pursued simultaneously. One is to 
continue and expand the existing ELAP program for additional former MNLF combatants who have not 
participated in the program. By doing so, the impact will be widened and the chance of these former 
combatants returning to the battlefield will be reduced. 

Another direction is to continue assistance for the "graduates" of the program. Since they are no longer 
subsistence farmers, any program to support their continued development would have to focus on the next 
phase or stage of development. Results show that 89% of the beneficiaries have continued the prescribed 
technology. A large number seem, on their own, to have ventured into producing more lucrative crops in 
addition to the "ELAP crops" they were initially assisted with. Others have ventured into other crops and 
businesses. All this suggests that this particular grouping - former h!iNLF combatants - are a 
particularly ambitious and hard-working group, and that further assistance targeted on them will produce 
a major payoff. 

We recommend that USAUD assistance to former MNLF combatants be continued, and that both 
directions be followed. The ELAP should be expanded to accommodate as many former MlEF 
combatants as possible, and efforts should also be made to assist ELM graduates make additional 
progress up the economic ladder. 
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APPENDIX TABLE I. TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLE CLUSTERS, 
BY CROP AND CROPPING CONDITION 

Factors Affecting Production 

Unaffected by Poor Weather! 
D~seases and Negatwe Peace 

and Order Cond~tlon 

Affected by Poor Weather/ 
D~seases 

Affected by Negative Peace and 
Order Condition 

Corn 

68 
2 1 
22 
56 
16 
19 

- 32 
9 
17 

156 
46 
5 8 
37% 

tinrverse 
Target Sample 
Actual 

U nwerse 

Target Sample 
Actual 

Unrverse 
- -- 

Target Sample 
Actual 
UNIVERSE 

Total Number of Clusters TARGET 
ACTUAL 

1% of Universe 

Rice 

1 1  

3 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
11 

3 
5 

45% 

Seaweed 

31 
10 
10 
15 
4 
4 

25 
8 
8 

71 
22 
22 
31% 

F~shcage 

5 
2 
2 

1 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
7 
2 
2 

29% 

TOTAL 

1?5 
36 
3 9 
72 

2 0 
2 3 
58 
17 
25 
245 
7 3 
87 
36% 



APPENDIX TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION OF CLUSTERS VISITED, 
BY PHASE AND CROPPING CONDITION 

ArealFactors Affecting 
Production 

Southern Mindanao 

3 
Central Mindanao 

I Lanao Provinces 1 10 1 11 1 1 2 1 I 

Phase I 
7997-1 998 

5 

2 
3 

Western Mindanao 
1 
2 

f 

3 - Affected by negative peace and order condition. 

0 

r 

8 
10 
17 
5 
4 

I 
2 
3 

TOTAL 
% SHARE 

TOTAL 

12 I 
Phase 2 

7999-2000 
7 

Phase 3 
2000 

3 1 20 

3 
4 
3 

1 - Unaffected by poor weather/diseases and negative peace and order condition. 
2 - Affected by poor weather and diseases. 

1 
6 
3 

52 
60% 

11 

2 
2 

10 

1 
33 
38% 

8 
13 
23 
10 
4 

2 
2% 

11 
6 
4 
87 

100% 
m 



APPENDIX TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY STATE AND BY CROP 

MNLF State 

Southern M~ndanao 
Selatan Kutawato 

Sub-total 

Central M~ndanao 
Sebangan Kuiawato 

No. of Respondents by Crop TOTAL 

11.2% 
9.5% 
8.4% 

39.8% 

2.3% 
6.2% 

10.2% 

67 
57 

Central Kutawato 
Western Kutawaro 

O h  

12.7% 

12.7% 

10.7% 

1 67 
57 

CornlRice 

Sa-atan Kuiawato 

Sub-total 

38 

Seaweeds 

50 

238 

7 4 
37 
61 , 

F~shcage 

I I 

11 

28 

140 

38 

No. 

76 

76 

64 

New Utara Kutawato 

Sub-total 

Western M~ndanao 
Basilan 
Tawl-tawi 
Lupah Sug 

2 8 

136 

4.7% 

23.4% 

6.4% 

65 1 
65 

50 

238 

4 

1 

14 
3 7 
57 

Ranao Sur 
Central Ranao 

Sub-total 

TOTAL 

64 

4 

34 
72 
144 

447 (74.7%) 

I 

5.7% 
12.0% 

24.?% 

100.0% 

34 
1 72 

136 (22.7%)) 15 (2.5%) 

144 

598 
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APPENDIX TABLE 6. PRE-ELAP PRODUCTIVE ACTIVITIES OF BENEFICIARIES 

Productive 

Activity 

None 

Farming 
Corn (Traditional) 
Corn (Hybrid) 

Rice 

Small Fishing 

Laborer 

TOTAL 

Almost No 
Farming 

71 (18.2%) 
55 

3 
- -- 

Vegetables 2 
Fishing/Aquaculture 2 
Seaweeds 9 
Others 

lntermittentIy Employed 

32 58% 
24 44% 
598 .1 100.0% 

7 

I I 

39 

Limited 

Farming 

256 (66%) 
181 

- - 
18 

Farm Laborer 
Others 

Other Productive Activities 

Trading 

Same 

Level of 

Farming 

63 (16%) 
56 
7 

---- 

Responses 

131 

390 
292 75% 
7 2% 

21 5% 

PERCENT 

SHARE 

(N = 598) 

21.90% 

65.22% 

9 2% 
13 3% 
48 12% 
3 1 % 

18 3.00% 

14 78% 
4 22% 

59 

3 5% 

9.20% 



f - Unaffected by Pow Weaher and diseases anl Negallve Peam end Order Condition 

2 - Afleded by P m  W s a W  and M s e n ~ s  

.I.._. .. ,. . . . . . .  . . I  

APPENDIX TABLE 7. MARVEST WELD AND PERCEPTION OF SUCCESS OF €LAP PARTICIPANTS 

BY PRODUCTION CONDITION 

3 * Af lded by Ncpalw Peam and Order Condllim 

al Only firs1 cropping. 
bl  Thb seemed lob@ hmnslslcnl but we based \he dasslRcallon on h e  perceplian of h e  respondent 

Crop, 
Prdn. Condllion 

Tola1 
Respndnls 

FIRST CROPPING 1 SECUNU (,HOI'I'lflrj 

CORNrntCE 

1 -- 
2 

3 

OTAL I Am. 

SEAWEED 

1 

2 

3 

TOTAL I AVE. 

FISHCAGE 

Suwful 
Respndnlt 

h s u u l u l  
Re~pndnS 

1 

Avcraga 
Weld 

Sucslul 
Respndnls 

--.. - ....... - 
.... 

1 

TOTAL I AVE. 15 11 236 K ~ s  4 

... - ... 

. A .  

- - 

- - - 

44% 447 403 3.7 Tonsha 44 2.6 90% 374 

159Kgs 

189kgS 

Sucslul 

..- 
18 -- ... - 

31 -- .- . -. 

24 

3 1 Tonsha ......... - 

7 InnsRia ..... - -. -.-. 

1 5 lonsnln ---- .- . 

3.9 Tonsha 73 7 7 lonsnm 

1 

75% 

73% 

. . - -. - -- 

. - .. - - .. - 

Avcmqe 
Yeld 

97% -- ..... 

7 5X .. - ......... 
7 3 ~  ... 

234 2.6 96% 216 

124 

89 78 3.3 Tansha 11 3.1 88% 65 

72 

22 

42 

136 

.- -. -. . - 

.................. 

I 
. .  .*.-. - 

Average Yield 

s~tw.r?ll 

Respndn~c 

('1.1 

4.9 Tonsha 

3.2 Tons*a 

3.6 Tonslha 

--a . . . . .  

I J n w c d d  
Rcspndnls 

RAFT ' 

30 

6 

3 

LINES' 

4 1  

14 

4b 

59 

---. 

589 - K ~ s  

624 Kgs 

199 Kgs --- .. 73% 

55B Kgs 

564 Kgs 

. 1' 

2 

. -- .... - ....... 

51Y" -- 
64% 

38 

74 

I 

I 

3 

629 KQS 

614 Kgs 

I__------ -. . ~ 

SOOKgs 

125Kgs 

275 Kgs 

540 Kgs 

42% 

27% 

2OBKgs 

-- ...... ... 

10% ........ ... - 
43% -- .... 

90% 

54% 



-- APPENDIX TABLE 8. HARVEST YIELD AND PERCEPTlON OF SUCCESS OF ELAP PARTICIPANTS 
kri BY PRODUCTION CONDITION AND BY AREA 

..do target sample in this category 
'A- Southern Mindanao. CM- Central Mindanao, LP-Lanao Provinces, WM-Wesfern Kutawato 

I .  Unaffected by Poor Weather and diseases anf Negative Peace and Order Condition 
;Poor Weather anf Diseases 

k i d  Negative Peace and Order Condition 



APPENDIX TABLE 9. HARVEST YIELD AND PERCEPTIONS OF SUCCESS OF ELAP 
PARTICIPANTS BY YEAR OF PARTlClPATlON IN ELAP PROGRAM 

CropNear of ELAP 



APPENDlX TABLE I D .  SEAWEEDS YIELD BY PHASE 

I 1997 Bakung 2 125 125 
1998 lncanan 8 72 1 1 .OOO 
1998 Lahrng-Lah~ng (I) 6 775 725 
1998 Laminusa 5 525 400 
1998 Lapl-Laprd ( I )  7 429 4 50 
1998 Pangiima Tahil 8 688 700 
1998 Tambulian 2 400 400 
1998 Turnoddas 6 733 800 

Phase AverageiMedian 61 4 700 

I 
Phase 

I Phase AveragelMedian 565 500 

Yield 

: 2000 Kabukan (Ill) 111 . 7 , 586 : 700 
i 2000 Taluksangay (ill) 8 i 650 i 675 

2000 'TicQput ! 5 ! 580 i 600 
1 2000 Tungtung 7 i 514 i 600 

I . + , . 

I 

Phase AverageiMedian i 585 ; 700 
i I 

Note: The phase average is computed by summing up the value d the yield of each respondent. 
The phase median is determined by considering the totaf respondent in the phase. 

Median 
( k W )  

No. of 
Respondents Year 

Ta blel OSeaweedsYield 

Average 
(kgs) Cluster 



APPENDIX TABLE 11. USES OF HARVEST INCOME. BY CROP 

I I 

2 S:arteo own Dusness I 7 2% 3 2% 
I! Purmaseu Prwuct~on tnouts for 1 I I 

vwuclrve aanlres M for olhw 
usesb 203 

I Smfl other p r W t v e  adl- 
nltes, other than nce/cord 
seaweedYkhcage 6 3% 

2. Stan own busmess 10 5% 
I 

3. Purchase farm anim81s/equiptJ 
vehicle 70 34% 

4. Paid debts. (redeem mortgaged 
bnd. paid c o o p .  Paid traders 
and olher personal deb1 54 27% I 

5. Postharvesl btiliks 3 1% 

6. Pald educalion needs of children 24 12% 
I .  u e p - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

( Purchased Housing Material9 
Awllances ) 36 18% 

a) Total responses do no! add up to total number of responses due lo mult~ple answers. 

bl OVler enumerators did no! ask lhis fdlow up quesiicn b e u s e  dl the nature of the ilcm 



APPENDIX TABLE 12. NUMBER OF CROPPING CYCLES DONE 
BEFORE STOPPING PRODUCTION 

- 
Percentage 

Share 

96.99% 

3.0j % 

Total 

580 

18 

Not 
Successful 

51 

No. of Cropping Cycles 

Still Producing now 

No longer producmg Now 

Successful 
harvest 

529 

Did 1 cropping cycle 
Did 2 cropping cycles 
Did 3 cropping cycles 
Did more than 3 cropping cycles 

TOTAL (N=598) 
,- 

1 

530 

7 1 
1 

5 1 
4 

68 598 



APPENDIX TABLE 13. NO. OF MEMBERS WHO CONTINUED PRODUCTION 
ACCORDING TO CLUSTER LEADER ESTIMATES 



APPENDIX TABLE 13. NO. OF MEM8ERS WHO CONTINUED PRODUCTION 
ACCORDING T 0 CLUSTER LEADER ESTIMATES 



I Type of Farming I CorntRice ( N=439 ) 
I I 1 

Practice I Similar I Reduced I Inc. I 
Seaweed ( N =I 27 ) 

Similar 1 Red. 1 Incr. I 
Fish Cage ( N = 14 ) 

I I 
Similar Red. I Incr. 1 

4 

. .  

~ .. . 

. .- . 

-- 

- - 
1' . - -. 
8 

7 otal 

64  3?4 

35 7% 

100 OX - 

Arca 

28.6% ~... - ... . . 

. 

. . . - , . 

. . . . . - -. . 

.. - .  

.. .. . 

28.6% . . . -. . 
57.1% 



: I 
'Q1. ' APPENDIX TABLE 15. COST OF INPUTS BOUGHT BY FARMERS FROM ALTERNATIVE SOURCES 

A.  Central Mindanao 



APPENDIX TABLE 15. COST OF INPUTS BOUGHT BY FARMERS FROM ALTERNATIVE SOURCES 

B. Lanao Provinces 

To:a' Res; Fert~lrzers i Phz ) 

Cluster Year Answered Urea Comiete Frergn! i So,-x 
," 

CASH CREDIT CASH CREDIT p e r  bag( Php r 

515 Banrsrlon I 7 998 5 4 50 600 41 0 600 Kauswacan 

Ta2ultan 1998 5 415 550 380 550 Marawl 

Average 575 395 575 



APPENDIX TABLE 16. REASONS FOR NO FOLLOW-ONIEXPANDED 
PRODUCTION, BY CROP 

I Reasons i ~ o r n l ~ i c e  l~eaweeds l~ ishcaoe I TOTAl f 
Found Better Paying Opportunities 

Found Better Employment 
Military Operations On-goinglPeace 

Note: 
I] The total number respondents that stopped production after ELAP is 8. From those 

that continued, 10 are no longer producing. A total of 580 respondenls therefore are 
stilt producing now. 

21 The sum of the responses in this table will not sum up to 18 because of multiple options. 
31 The percentages is over the total number of responses (N = 261. 

and Order Situation Has Deteriorated 
Others 

Poor Harvest 
Inputs not Available 
Personal Reasons (e.g death in the family, 

education, etc.) 
Infected by "Ice-Ice" 

Others 
Total 

~ 

1 

4 

1 
2 
1 

2 
11 (42%) 

1 

-~ - -  - -  

1 

5 

6 
1 

13 (50%) 

* - 

1 

1 

2 (8%) 

I .-...- 

10 
$ 4  
I 
3 
1 

6 
3 

26 

2 
2 

38% 
54% 

8 O/b 



APPENDIX TABLE 17. REASONS FOR SAYING WHY ELAP HAS BEEN BENEFICIAL L 

yi 
, . 

-. - 

, 

, : 

: i 

F... 

: . . 

-- 

: 

" 7 
: i 

Note: The number of respondents for the second cropping is less than that of the first cropping because b 
the sea weeds and the fishcage do not have second cropping. 

REOISONS 

Said €LAP has been beneficial ( 598 ) 
Inputs were made availaSle 
It prov~ded us/coop with star(-up capita! 

I t  improved our fwing conditions 

We were able to buy farm inpuls/facilitiesi 
animals 

It helped us expand our farming activities 
It helped us start our own business 
I t  provided us with livelihood 
Learned farming technology 

ilw 

b 

, 

b d  

& 

k 

IS: C r o ~ ~ l n g  

Successful 
Harvest 

547 

170 
76 
105 

123 
39 
6 

21 0 

S x c e s s t u .  
%n(esr 
$=574 

374 

!IS 
55 
69 

7 8 
32 
2 

125 

Others 

Said ELAP has not been beneficial ( 0 ) 

TOTAL (N= 598) 

96 
5 

4; 

100% 

31.1% 
15.9% 
19.2% 

22.5% 
7.1% 

1.1% 

38.4% 

2nd 

%. 

100% 

30.7% 
14.7% 
16.4% 

20.9% 

8.6Dio 
0.5% 

33.4% 

31 
17.6% 

--- 

5.7% 

No1 
Successful 

51 
24 
10 

7 

15 

5 
3 

11 

C r o ~ p n c  

9.8% 

O;c 

400% 

47.1% 
19.6% 

13.7% 

29.46 

9.8% 
5.9% 

22.6% 
9 --- 

6.7% 

ha: 
Successfuii 

Iv='j) 

73 

25 

16 

25 

. . 
100.OO~o 

32 ?ex 

.: -- . 

6 8.29.; 

13 

21 

9 
4 

13 
17.6% 22.2% 

' ?:So., 

2E.Eoic 

. : r - .??$ 
5.5% - 
17 8% 

83 19 26.0% 



APPENDIX TABLE 18. REASONS FOR CONSIDERING ELAP PARTICIPATION 
AS A BENEFIT OF THE PEACE AGREEMENT 

id 

wd 

- I  

ta- 

,-. 
&&:- 

: 
' 

UJ : 
- t 

w .  t 

REASONS 

Saw ELAP as a benefit of the ( 595 ) 
peace agreement 

There IS now l~velihood~means 
to earn income 

We now have some farm facilities 

We now have access to government 
agencies 

Peace agreement promotes peace 
in community 

It provided an alternative to fighting 
Others 

Did not see ELAP as benefit of the ( 3 ) 
d 

1st Croppmg 

3 peace agreement 
TOTAL. (N=598) 

< 

Successful 
Harvest 

544 

274 

Successful 
Harvest 

374 

171 

4 

15 

243 
36 
7 

100% 

YO 

100% 

50.1% 

O O  

100% 

46.6% 

1 4 %  

1.4% 

68.5% 

11 .O% 
13.7% 

2nd 

O/c 

100% 

45 7% 

1 1 %  

4.0% 

65.0% 
9.6% 

1.9% 

Not 
Successful 

5 1 

28 

Ctopp~ng 

Not 
Successful 

7 3 

34 

1 

1 

50 
8 

10 

4 

26 

357 
52 
9 

% 

100% 

54.9% 

1 

3 

39 
5 

0 

0 7% 

4.8% 

65.3% 
9.5% 
1.6% 

2 0% 

5.9% 

76.5% 

9.8% 

0.0% 



hmd 
APPENDIX TABLE 19. PREFERENCE IN TYPE OF ASSISTANCE 

" 

REASONS 

Inputs ( 582 ) 

Inputs are prlmary and bas~c for 
productron 

--- Postharvest facilit~es acan be ava~lerj 

' 

, 

1st Croppmg 

of somewhere (can even be rented) 
Provide lrnmed~ate source of 
income 

+. 
Lesser cost on the part of 
beneficiar~es 

Others 

Successful 
Harvest 

532 

459 

3 5 

106 

24 
22 1 

' F. 

M 

- Igv 

rri 

bm 

' k  

2nc Cropprng 

, facilities ( 16 ) 
Facilities are more ~mportant 

We already have input 
' ~ o t a l  (N=598) 

iYll 

I I 
1 

% 

100% 

86.3% 

6 6% 

19 9% 

4.5% 
4.1% 1 

I 
1 

Successful 
harvest 

365 

321 

20 

74 

8 
15 

9 
9 

100% 
100% 

15 
14 
1 

Not 
Successful 

50 

50 

2 

8 

0 

2 

SO 

100% 

85 e% 

5 3% 

19 8% 

2 1% 

4.0% 

100% 
93.3% 
6.7% 

100% 
100% 

% 

f 00% 

98 0% 

3.9% 

15.7% 

0.0% 
3.9% ---- 

Not 
Successful 

6 6 

69 

3 

11 

5 
0 

7 
7 

c, 

100% 

94 5% 

4 

15 1% 

6 8% 
0.0% - 
100% 
700% 



APPENDIX TABLE 20. PERCEIVED PREFERENCE OF FELLOW FORMER 
MNLF COMBATANTS ON MANNER OF DISTRIBUTION OF INPUTS 

Preferred ModeIReasons 

Would prefer inputs to  be given 
personally: (582) 

All quahfied beneficiaries can 
directly avail of assistance 

EasierlFaster to start production 

Lesser Cost 
Distribution is faidequal/ no 

favoritis inequities 
Others 

2nd Cropp~ng 

Nould prefer inputs to be 
iistributed by group decision(l6) 

: a] The number of respondents for the second cropping is less than that of the first cropping because the sea weeds and the 
' fishcage do not have second cropping. 3:  

1 

Successful 
Harvest 

360 

147 

1st Cropping 

72 

9 

393 
0 

To Strengthen coop 
For fair availment of assistance 
Others 

rOTAL (N=598) 

14 

% 

100% 

40.8% 

% 

100% 

36.7% 

Successful 
Hamest 

533 

190 

13.5% 

1.7% 

73.7% 
0.0% 

6 
6 
2 

Not 
Successful 

7 1 

21 

100% 

% 

100% 

35.6% 

5 

0 

40 
0 

t 

42:9% 
42.9% 
14.3% 

1 

Not 
Successful 

49 

18 

I 
2 

I 

10.2% 

0.0% 

81.6% 
0.0% 

I 
1 
0 

100% 

46 

8 

235 
0 

50.0% 
50.0% 
0.0% 

14 

12.8% 

2.2% 

65.3% 

6 
6 
2 

5 

1 

62 

100% 

0.0% I 0 

2 

42.9% 
42.9% 
14.3% 

1 
1 
0 



APPENDIX TABLE 21. PERCEIVED CONTRIBUTION OF CONTINUED ELAP OPERATION 
ON COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR THE GRP-MNLF PEACE AGREEMENT 

Note: The number of respondents for the second cropping is less than that of the first cropping because 
the seaweeds and the fishcage do not have second croppings. 

REASONS 

Yes, it will encourage support ( 597 ) 
There is now livelihood/means to 

earn income 

We now have farm facilities. 
We have now access to government 

agencies. 
Peace agreement promotes peace 

in the community. 
It provides an alternative to ftghting. 

I Others 
No, it will not encourage support ( 1 ) 
TOTAL (N = 598) 

Successful 
Harvest 
(N=547) 

546 

359 

7 

$0 

196 
66 

52 
1 

Successful 
Harvest 
(N=374) 

374 

245 

5 

6 

102 
4 7 

41 

1st Cropping 

% 

100% 

65.8% 

1.3% 

1.8% 

35.9% 
12.3% 

% 

100% 

74.0% 

4.1% 

1.4% 

37.0% 
20.5% 

56.2% 

2nd 

% ,  

100% 

65.5% 

1.3% 

1.6% 

27.3% 
12.6% 

1 1 .O% 

Not 
Successful 
(N=51) 

51 

39 

1 

I 

19 
T 7 

Croppmg 

Not 
Successful 

(N=73) 

73 

54 

3 

I 

27 
15 

41 

O h  

100% 

76.5% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

37.3% 
21.6% 

9.5% 1 5 

1 

9.8% 
100% 1 1 

I 



-. 
APPENDIX TABLE 22. PERCEIVED CONTRIBUTION OF CONTINUED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ON FELLOW MNLF 

mi COMBATANTS BEING DISCOURAGED FROM RESUMING ARMED CONFLICT 

& Note : The number of respondents for the second cropping is less than that of the first cropping because 
the seaweeds and the ftshcage do not have second cropping. 

t r r l .  

W 

REASONS O/o 

100% 

67 1% 

0.0% 

1.4% 

28.8% 
28.8% 
6.8% 

1st Croppmg Cropp~ng 

Not 
Successful 

(N=73) 

73 

4 9 

0 

1 

21 

21 
5 

Successful 
Harvest 
(N=374) 

374 

237 

1 

11 

9 16 
64 
32 

Successful 
harvest 
(N=547) 

543 

328 

2nd 

% 

100% 

63.4% 

0.3% 

2.9% 

31 .O% 
17 1% 
8.6% 

: 

id 

& ' 

Yes, it will discourage resumption ( 594 ) 
There is now livelihood/means to 

earn income 

We now have some farm facilities 
We have now access to government 

agencies 
Peace agreement promotes peace 

in the community 
It provides an alternative to fighting 
Others 

No it will not discourage resumption ( 4 ) 
TOTAL (N=598) i 

% 

100% 

66 7% 

$4, 

100% 

60.4% 

0.0% 

2.0% 

25.5% 
31.4% 
11.8% 

Not 
Successful 

(N=51) 

51 

34 

0 

1 

13 

4 

12 

207 

0.7% 

2.2% 

38.1% 
98 
44 

4 

18.0% 
8.1% 

100.0% 

16 
6 



APPENDiX TABLE 23. OTHER PERCEPTIONS ABOUT PARTICIPATION IN THE ELAP PROGRAM 

- - 

-; 

I ' r: 

" 

- 

t 

REASONS ' 

We are grateful to ELAP 

We hope others can be extended 
the same benefits 
ELAP promotes peace in the 
community 

FarmerslCoop should be consulted first 

ELAP must be extended 
- - 

TOTAL ( N= 598 ) 

1st 
f 

2nd Cropping 1 
Successful 

harvest 
(N=547) 

484 

47 

119 

5 

Cro3ping 
Successful 

harvest 
(374 1 

323 

22 

89 

1 

3 7 

% 

88.5% 

8.6% 

21.8% 

0.9% 

Not 
Successful 
(N=51) 

51 

2 

7 

3 

- 7 

% 

100% 

4% 

14% 

6% 

14% 

% 

67.7% 

4.0% 

23.1% 

1 .O% 

1.2% 76 

Not 
Successful 

(73) 

70 

2 

7 1 

4 

6 13.9% 

O h  

95.9% 

2.7% 

15.1 % 

5.5% 

8.2% 

bP 

*Y 

k 



APPENDIX TABLE 24. SUMMARY OF PERCEPTIONS OF CLUSTER LEADERS 
ON ELAP AND THE PEACE AGREEMENT 

1. Participants Who Continued Production I 0 1 2.4% (2185) 1 3.5% (3185) 1 94% (80185) 
1 I I 

I IssueslPerceptions 
% of Cluster Participants As Estimated by Cluster Leaders 

0.25% I 26-50% I 55-75% I 76-1 00% 

Note: 87 clusters were visited but 2 cluster leaders were not interviewed. 

2. Participants Who are Still Producing 

3. Saw That ELAP was Beneficial 

4. Saw ELAP as a Benefrt of Peace Agreement 

5. Preferred Inputs lnstead of Facilities 

6. Preferred Inputs to be Given Personally 

7. Encourage Support for Peace Agreement 

Table24 Keylnformants 

0 

8.  Discouraged from Resuming Armed Conflict [ 99% (84185) 

2.4% (2185) 3.5% (3185) 95% (81185) 

100% (85185) 

100% (85185) 

1 OOOh ((85185) 

100% (85185) 

100% (85185) 



Area 
EHTRAL 

INDANAO 

APPENDIX TABLE 25. REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLUSTER LEADERS 
ABOUT THE ELAP PROGRAM 

. . . . . . .  

state 1 cluster I What they Said 
I 

8tNIU18AN "Because of ELAP, we acquired work animals and capital as investment for better life." 
"They (former MNLF combantants) don't want to go back because life in the combat zone is hard." "We learned 

JTAWATO , 

SULTAN 

DIMA AMPAO It0 run good life; €LAP is good." 
("we were taught to do farming by ELAP, trainings were conducted." "Before we were carrvina firearms but now 

1AGUINUANAO) 

MAINDANGI MAMALI 

1 " ~ h y  would we go back if there is support (ELAP) where we can five peacefully?" "Com~lete and timelv deliven, 

. - 
[we are free farmers." K A u L  

CUTAyANPROPFRl ('*lf inputs are distributed personally, everybody gets a fair share." 

I 1"~hey (other MNLF combatants) wanted to join us because they have seen our improved situation." "ELAP 

MALANGIT 

MALATIMON 

MAMISIL 

PROPER KULAMBOG 

of inputs and proper t e c h n o ~ o ~ ~ . v ~ w e  now have proper coordination kith the Military." ' 

"ELAP is great. It made our lives easier and our children are studying continuously." 
"We now have livelihood, no more hold-up and robbery." "ELAP taught us proper farming technology." 
"ELAP is good.bfe were taught farming technology, it opened our minds." 

m UTARA 

UTAWATO 

~AGUINDANAOI 

iBANGAN 

JTAWATO 

IORTH COTABATOI 

Page 1 

€ t E 

KITUMN I 

KITULAAN II 

PATAWN 

PEDTAD 

RAMCOR ]helped us a lot thru seminars, trainings, and educational tours." 
SADADOAN ~"ELAP is good because it provided us with capital to start a new life." 

assistance because of ELAP." 
"ELAP helped us start a new beginning." 
"Life uplifted, problems in finance solved. Thank you ECAP" 
"We have sure income from ELAP." 

BOMBAMATANOG 

CAMPMAMYA 

CAMP MAGADO 

MARANTAO 

MARANG 

NABALAWAG 

PIGKAWARAN - 
SARAHAN 

DAMALASAK 

ELIAN 

IPIL-IPIL 

KILADA 

* 

"We were able to obtain farm animals and pay debts." 
."Because of ELAP in our area, MNLF are now farmers, not combatants." 
"We can go anywhere we want to go for legat transactions." 
NO CLUSTER LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE. 
"We were guided with proper technology, especially in planting corn." 
"ELAP provided us inputs and changed our ways of farming into scientific one." "Now we have no more fear; 
with the government we enjoy freedom." "The only program irnpkmenled honestly and all out. No SOP 
requirements. Help is instant." 
"ELAP is good and there are more MNLF members who still need to be given assrstance." "We favor individual 
assistance so that there are no doubts from each member they are given equal shares " 
NO CLUSTER LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE. 
"Before we were hiding and carrying firearms, now we are holding plow and have farms." 
"Thanks to ELAP, we experienced true assistance." 
"Because of ELAP, we discovered a bountiful life than to be up in the mountains." 
"Thanks to ELAP, hope there will be more assistance." 
,"We learned proper technology; provided access to LGUs, DA, and other agencies. We were given follow-up 



APPENDfX TABLE 25. REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLUSTER LEADERS 
ABOUT THE €LAP PROGRAM 

CENTRAL 

RANAO 

(LANA0 SUR] 

RANAO 

NORTE 

Area State 

W s r E R N  

KUTAWATO 

(MAGUINDANAO) 

PAGALUNGANl 
PlLlMOKNANl 
PROPER MAGWING 

DlLAUSANl 
DILFMBAYAN 

PAGALONGAN I 

RAMAIN 

... I. 
WAO 

. . 

BIGBANISILONI 

BIG BANISILON II 

S A N ~ A  CRUZ Ifeel that if there's ELAP, there's better income and if continued, they can be productive." 
I "w~ prefer inputs to be given personally because not all coop members will be MNLF; otherwise, no 

"With the entry,of ELAP, i t  opened new hope for a better life." "Former MNLF combatants want to live peacefully 
together with their families and they don't want to return to the hard life in the mountains." 
"We are able to live freely without fear of armed clashes with the military. We are able to live harmoniously with 
our families and the community." 
'When ELAP was implemented, combatants and even lawless elements in the area were encouraged to go into 
farming, seeing the opportunity to earn more and live peacefully with their families." 
"ELAP changed our attitude from armed struggle to economic struggle." "ELAP is the first project to penetrate 
Wao and delivered project assistance directly to participants." 
"Continued implementation of the program would discourage fellow former MNLF combatants from resuming 
armed conflict because "they are fed up doing illegal things which Allah does not permit." 
"This is the first time that non-Muslim staff from ELAP had penetrated the remotest area conducting consuilancy 
and teaching how to farm using the modern way ." 
"ELAP has opened new doors; MNLF now feel free to move around." "This is the first agency to distribute direct 
and irnniediate assistance to MNLF former combatants. We save capital as our counterpart to access SWIFT 

ANAO NORTE) 

I transparency] assistan& is diluted, lots of paperwork." "ELAP is the first program to come and help us MNLF 
combatants and to bring technology right at our doorstep. And their technicians are ever present to monitor and 

Cluster 
TAMBAO 

TINUTULAN 

BAGO INGED 

KITEB 

I TAME0 lsupervise us." 

What they Said 
"lrnpossible fo us to go back in the mountains as we now have good life here." 
"Through ELAP, we can now work and be with our families at the same time." 
"Other people in our area have experienced hardships in life so they also want to avail of ELAP assistance." "We 
were freed from local financiers with very high interest rates." 
"We now have a dryer and bodega (storage) out of our income from ELAP." 

DILA8AYAN 

I 
---- . 

TAPUKAN TAP hey assist us all the way. 1 can say that €LAP is almost a perfect program for us." 

project." 
"Without ELAP, we can not avail of other projects such as postharvest facilities. ELAP collection served as our 
counterpart to avail of SWlFT postharvest facilities and other projects." Fellow combatants "wait and see. They 

Page 2 

MACASAMPEN ~"ELAP is great--created a peaceful life." 
MARGUES 

BALlNTAOl 
PAGACONGAN Ill 

"Former combatants would prefer to stay on the farm if there is sure assistance." 
"We're free to work with no fear." 



APPENDIX TABLE 25. REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLUSTER LEADERS 
. , ABOUT THE ELAP PROGRAM 

Area 

OIAMLA ]mountains." 
~"ELAP was true to its vision and had really helped former MNLF combatants thereby winning the support and 

I (LANA0 SUR) 

LUMBAC [trust of the community." 
I " W ~  can now move freely and have built harmonious relationship with the AFP and between Muslims and non- 

State 
RANAO SUR 

BUTlG 

I 
.. 

;OUTHERN SECATAN lmoney." 
VNDANAO KUTAWATO I " ~ h e  program invites other combatants to have a proper livelihood in the area." 

Cluster 
BU~ONGARANAO 

"We were able to generate income from farming. They are able to move freely and abandoned their life in the 

MALIGO 

What they Said 
"We were able to collect from each member which we give as counterpart to the programs of SWIFT €LAPu 
"Continued operation of assistance programs will discourage fellow combatants from resuming armed conflict 
because these programs provide livelihood opportunities and they can live a normal and peaceful life." 

Muslims." 
"We were able to earn money so that other Non-ELAP farmers were financed from our group's repayment 

VESTERN 

UNOANAO 

(SOUTH COTABATO 

B SARANGANI) 

LANDAN 

CUNEN 

MALTANA 

PALIAN 

SUMBAKIL 

TAMBILIL 

SAPU MASLA 

BATO-BATO 

KUHON LENNOH 

. 

- .  
IPANGLIMATAHIL ~MNLF combatants." 

"We were productive -- no time to go to the mountains." 
"Why go to the mountains when livelihood is here." 
"We hope the program will continue." 
"Direct to the participantslno strings attached"; "Continue Assistance" 
"Fair distribution of inputs." 
"We were able to link with government agencies."; "1 hope other combatanls be given similar assistance." 
"Transparency of inputs dislibution is very beneficial." 

,"I hope the program will continue to benefit ofhers also." "Provision of inputs is practical because produdion 
inputs should be the first to be acquired. Other needed facililies could be acquired later." 
''There's no need to go back to our hideouts." 
"Good programs are worth supporting. ELAP opened our eyes lo progress. This is the realization of our 

LATUAN 

INOANAN 

KABUKAN Ill 
KADUKAN III 

LAMLNUSA 

Page 3 

t f I 

aspirations." 
"Many are willing to follow what we are doing given the same opportunity." "ELAP is a very good program. We 
are just unfortunate for experiencing calamities and disease infestation in our area. But we believe thk will pass 
We are willing to start all over again. We hope ELAP will give us another chance." 
"ELAP is a very excellent program; it must be continued." "Only a fool will not support good programs." "Inputs 
are more important because they are difficult to acquire if you're starting seaweed production Poslharvest 
facilities for seaweed are easy to construct with locally available materials." 
"ELAP is a very good program and should be continued." "Distribution of inputs personally promotes loyally to 
the program, not the group." 
"We are happy with ELAP. I pray that many more will be benefitted by this program especially my fellow former 



APPENDIX TABLE 25. REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLUSTER LEADERS 
ABOUT THE €LAP PROGRAM 

Area 

I I ichildren to school. I believe education is very important for sustained peace and development in our area." 

TAMBUL~AN 

TUMOUDAS 

State 
"Many have already benefitted from ELAP. I hope this will continue to benefit others." 
"Before we barely had enough income for family needs. Now we can eat better food and work peacefully." 
"People are now busy doing productive activities; it has reduced crime rate in the area." "We can now send our 

Cluster What they Said 

SA-ATAN 

I SAMBOANGAV 

t 1 lcornrnunity to cpliff our livelihood but USAlD through ELAP is very effective. I wish this will conlinue to h c l ~  our 

TUNGTUNG 1 

...&"..v,.,,".7. ,., 
TALUKSANGAYIII 17-0 see is to believe. Visit our improved community and you will agree with what I say." 

1 "Many government programs, including ELAP, came out of the package of assistance after the ueace 
[ZAMBOANGA SUR) 

TAGUITI 

T A I  I IUCbNr2AV I11 

I I (we have a better living and improved lifestyle, why go back to armed conflict? I hope the program will con\inue." 

"ELAP has helped us improve our lifestyle. Thanks to ELAP. I pray that this will be extended." 
"1 can't see any reason why we should go back to our old miserable lives." "ELAP is a very excellent program. 

TICTAPUL 

TAWI-TAWI 

[TAW-TAWI) 

agreement." "ELAP '~~  the best program so far implemented by ihe GRP." 
"ELAP is the best program we ever had. Many programs from the government were also implemented in our 

BAKUNG 
LAPID-LAP'OYLAPID. LAPID II 

TONGGOSONG 

TUEIIGINDANGAN 

Page 4 

Muslim brbthers specifically the MNLF former combatants.'' 
"What is good for us will also be good for others." 

'FLAP is a great help to many of us. This is a very good program and should be continued." 
"The.reason why we fought the government before is because of poverty and insincerity of public officials. Now 

"ELAP has given us the opportunity to become financially independent." 
"We are very grateful to ELAP, What I am today financially is because of ELAP." "What ELAP has done to our 

KaPunuLAHING 
LAHING 

place is tremendous, so the community is more than supportive and thankful i f  the program would continue." 



Appendix B 
Sample Survey Questionnaires 



EMERGESCY LIVELIHOOD ASSISTAKE PROGRAM (ELAP) 
S u n q  Questionnaire for Corn and Rice Farmers 

Dare of Survey S u n  e;.or: 
Pro\-ince: Clusrer Name: 
M S L F  State Cluster Leader: 
I\lunicipality Respondent Y , ame: 

Background Information 

1. Membership [ %ate Command ] [National Unit Command ] 

2. What were you doing iinmediately before participating in ELAP? 

Md-".: 
l 1 Farming - What was your major crop? 

1 1 Intermittently employed * .  
'i I 3 Other productive activities. Please specify 

i 
J ..j 

[ 1 No productive activity (because too young, no opportunities, etc.) 
- ,  

' 3.  If you were farining before your ELAP involvement, how extensive were your farming activities? 
Y .  

[ 1 Almost no farming activities 

d '  [ 3 Limited farming activity ("backyard" farming or working for others) 

! I 1 Same level of activity as with ELAP 
M 1 

t 

First ELAP Cropping Cycle 

What major crop did you plant with ELAP? 

When did you start? Yield tonsha. 

Was the harvest successful? [ Yes 1 [ No 1 

Uses of harvest income obtained other than for living expenses (respondent can have more than one answer) 

[ 3 Start productive activities other than for cornhice. Which ? 

. Purchase production inputs for expanded rice or corn production? 

[ 1 Other uses (such as  purchase of farm animals/equiprnent/vehicle, paid debts, etc,) 
. . 

" Which? 



Second ELAP Cropping Cyde 

8. N'hen did you start? Yield rons fl*~a 

9. Was the harvest successful? [ Yes ] [ No ] 

10. Uses of inconle obtained from hanlest for other than normal li\,ins expenses 

Did you purchase production inputs for follour-on or expanded production? [ Yes ] [ No ] 

If h'O, wh) not? 

If NO, then did ~ o u  use the incorne to start other productive activities OR for other uses (such as to buy 
farm animafs/equipmetltlvehicle. pay debts, etc.)? 

[ Yes 1 I No 1 \Yh ich? 

Followon Activities After Participation in the ELAP Pro, oram 

AAer your ELAP participation, did you continue productiol~? [ Yes 1 I No 1 

If  YES, are you still producing now? 1 Yes 1 [ No 1 

a) If YES, then please indicate the following (respondent can have more than one answer) 

Do you have a similar production area compared to ELAP? I Yes 1 I N o 1  
Do you have a significantly reduced production area compared to ELAP? [ Yes 1 i N o ]  
Do you have a significantly increased production area compared to ELAP? [ Yes ] I N o ]  

Are you following most of the farming practices taught by ELAP technicians? Yes j [ No ] 

If NO, what are major differences? 
1 

- Do you buy a similar set of seeds and fertilizers as with the ELAP program? [ Yes ] 

If NO, what do you buy? 

b) If NO, then how many crop cycles did you do before stopping? 

If # I I or 12 are NO, why did you stop or not repeat this crop production? - .  

1 1 Found better-paying opportunities What? 

1 1. Lost access to production area 

1 Military operations on-going/peace and order situation has deteriorated 

[ 3 Other (such as income from crop too low, inputs not available, etc.) 

Specify: 



Respondent s' pcrccpti ons of the program and the general peace and order situation 
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Do ~ . o u  feel that >.our pal-ticipation in the €LAP program has been: [ Beneficial 1 { Nor Beneficial ] 

Do 1 . o ~  see your participation in the ELAP program as a benefit of rhe Peace Acreernent betiveen the 
Philippine government and the Moro National Liberarion Front? 

[ Yes ] [ N o  3 
How did the Peace Agreement lead to an improvement in ).our situation? 

Ifthere were only one option from these two. do you think your fellow former MNLF cornbatants who have 
yet to receive assistance (1) would choose to receive seeds, fertilizers and similar production inputs 
diernselves; OR (2) would they prefer post-harvest facilities and equipment through cooperatives and other 
associations? 

[ Inputs ] [ Facilities ] 

Why do )*ou think this? 

Since you have participated in the ELAP program, do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who 
have yet to receive assistance would prefer (choose one of the two options): (1) to be given production 
inputs to each one ~ersonallv by ELAP; OR (2) to have the inputs go to the group to distribute according 
to the prom's rnaioritv decision? 

[ Personally ] [ By Group Decision ] 

Why do you think this? 

Do you feel that continued operation of ELAP in your area or in other areas would encourage support for 
the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement by the people in your area? 

1 
[ Yes  I f No I 

Why do you think this? 
i 

Do you feel that continued operation of assistance programs (from donors, NGOs, GRP) in your area or in 
other areas would discourage fellow former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict with the 
GRP? [ Yes 1 1 No 1 

Why do you think this? 

Please provide any other information regarding your perceptions or experiences concerning your participation . 
in  the program: 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPER4 TION 



EMERGEKCY LIVELIHOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (ELAP) 
S u n e  Questionnaire for Seaweed Farmersffish Cage Operations 

Dare of Sur\#ey S u ri.e).or: 
Pro\.ince: Cluster Name: 
MN LF State Cluster Leader: 
Municjpality Respondent Name: 

Background Information 

1 .  MembersJ~ip [ State Command ] [ National Unit Cotnmand ) 

7 -. What were you doing immediately before participating in ELAP? 

[ 3 Seaweed farming [ 1 Fish Cage Operation 
i f 

! C 3 Intern1 iaently employed 
: 'i 

1 3 Other. Please specify 
-1 
, ? I 1 No productive activities (because too young, no opportunities, etc.) 

-1 
! 3. If you were producing fish or seaweed before your ELAP involvement, how extensive were these activities? 

1 1 Almost no seaweed farming or fish cage operations 

3 Limited activity (occasional or working for others) 

I 1 Same level of activity as with ELAP 
I r 

4 

,.'; ELM Activity Cycle , 

L-; 
4. Which activity did you have with ELAP? [ Seaweed ] . [ . Fish Cage ] 

When-did you start? Yield kg Per raftlcageletc 

Was the harvest successful? [ Yes ] f No 1 

Uses of harvest income obtained other than for living expenses (respondent can have more than one answer) 

I 1 Start other productive activities: Which? 

1 1 Purchase production inputs for follow-on or expanded fish or seaweed production? 

1 3 Other uses (such as purchase of equipmenthehicfe, paid debts, etc.) 

What? 



I 
8. I f  you did not use the income to purchase production inputs for follo\~-on or espanded producrion. nh)?  

- - What did 1 . o ~  use the income for? 

d l ,  

. < 

\ 

1 Follow-on Activities After Participation in the ELAP Program 
6nb 

After your ELAP participation. did you continue production? [ Yes 3 [ No 1 

I f  YES. are you still producing no\+.? 1 Yes  1 [ No 1 

a) I f  YES, then please indicate the following (respondent can have more than one answer) 

Do you have a similar production area (cages or lines) compared to ELAP? [ Yes ] r N o 1  
Do you have a significantly reduced production area compared to ELAP? [ Yes ] [ N o ]  
Do you have a significantly increased production area compared to ELAP? [ Yes j E N o ]  

Are you following most production taught by ELAP technicians? [ Yes J I N o 1  

If NO, what are major differences: 

Do you buy a simiIar production inputs as with the ELAP program? I Yes 3 I N o 1  

If NO, what do you buy: 

.* 
1 _ 

b) If NO, then how many production cycles did you do before stopping? 

t 

If # 9 or 10 are NO, why did you stop or not repeat the ELAP practices? 4 

1 3 Found better-paying opporthities What? 

[ 1 Lost access to production area 

E 1 Military operations on-going/peace and order situation has deteriorated 

I 3 Other (such as income from crop too low, inputs not available, etc.) 

Specify: 



Respondents' perceptions of the program and the general peace and order situation 

Do you feel that ),ottr paniciparion in the ELAP prograrn has been: [ Beneficial ] [ Nor Beneficial ] 

Why do ),ou think this? 

Do you see your participation in the ELAP program as a benefrr of rhe Peace Agreement between the 
Philippine governinem and the Moro National Liberation Front? t Yes 1 [ No 1 

How did the Peace Agreement lead to an ilnprovernent in your situation? 

(Choose only one option from these two) Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have ye1 
to receive assistarlce (1) would choose to receive seedlings, lineslrafislcage ~naterials and similar production 
inputs tke~nselves; OR (2) would they prefer post-harvest facilities through cooperatives and associations? 

[ Inputs ] [ Faci tities ] 

Why do you think this? 

(Choose only one option from these nvo) Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet 
to receive assistance would prefer: (1) to be given production inputs to each one ~ersonalfy by ELAP; OR 
(2) to have the inputs go to the group to distribute according to the p rou~ ' s  maioriw decision? 

[ Personally ] [ By Group Decision _1 

Why do you think this? 

Do you feel that continued operation of the program in your area or in other areas would encourage support 
for the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement by the people in your area? - 

1 1 Yes 1 [ No 1 

Why do you 'think this? 

< 
Do you feel that continued operation of assistance programs (from donors, NGOs, GRP) in your area or in 
other areas would discourage fellow former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict with the GRP? 

Why do you think this? 

Please provide any other information regarding your perceptions or experiences concerning your participation 
in the program: 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERA TION 



EMERGESCS LIVELIHOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (ELAP) 
Sun.ey Questionnaire for Corn and Rice Key Informant 

Dale of Sun e).  Sun e?.or: 
Pro\ ince: Cluster Name: 

- - -. M S L F  State Respondent Name: 
!vlurlicipaIity Number of Cluster participants: 

J 

,VOTE: Respomes slmuld be bj* cl~eck-ntnrlis ntld rtu)nbers estitmred where irzcficaied M %err n gerrernlked resporrse is 
i nskcrifor (e.g., # a), plcme dcscribe file 1 ~ 1 0 ~ l j k ? q ~ e ? ~ l  or comrnorr case or cases in t / ~ e  opilriorl olthe kqr ir1forr?zf1?zl. 

u* j 

. Background lnforrnation 
-7 

d. ? 1 .  hlemhership [ State Command ] [National Unit Command 1 

flL2 7 
t -. \!'hat were the participants doing immediately before joining in ELAP? 

hd 1 - 
3 Farming $ Participants' major crop 

Mi: [ 1 Intermittently employed # 

-7 1 Other productive activities # Please specify 
? 

u. i 
f 1 No productive activities # 

. - 9  

! 
Y J  3. If participants were farming before €LAP involvement, how extensive were the farming activities? 

[ 1 Almost no farming activities # 

* :  
[ .  1 Limited farming activity ("backyard farming" or working for others) # 

Y 1 3 Same level of activity as with ELAP # 

First ELAP Cropping Cycle 
! I 

*LI 4. Which crop did the participants have with ELAP? Corn # Rice # 

5 .  When did they start? Average Yield tonsha. 
&- j 

6.  Was the harvest generally successful for the participants ? Yes # .  No # 
1 * 7. . Uses of harvest income obtained other than for living expenses (may be more than one answer per participant) 

I 
i f 1 Start other productive activities. # 

&-! 

E 1 Purchase production inputs for expanded rice or corn production? # 
t 

[ 3 Other uses (such as buy farm animals/equipment~vehicle, paid debts, etc.) # 



Second ELAP Cropping Cycle 

When did t h e  start? A\.erase Yield tons'ha. 
(u 

W'as the haneest peneralJ}. successful for the panicipanrs ? l'es = 30 ff 

Uses of income obtained from bar\ est for other than normal li\ilg expenses u 

Did the participants purchase production inputs for follo~.-on or espanded production? Yes # 

For those grouped as NO. not? w 

If NO, then did they use the income to start other producrive acthities OR for other uses (such as buy farm 
animals/equipment/vehicle, paid debts. etc.)? w 

[ Yes I [ No J 

Which? 
iai 

-7 Followon Activities After Participation in the ELAP Program 

$ 1 1. After ELAP participation, did the participants continue production? Yes # No # 

1 12. Of those YES, are they in general still producing now? Yes # No # 

a )  If YES, then please indicate the following (may have multiple answers) Yes # 
i 

- - No # 
1 .  - -=-. 
1 - Do tiley have a similar production area compared to ELAP 

Do they have a significantly reduced production area compared to ELAP 
+ Do they have a significantly increased production area compared to ELAP 

. - 

- -- Are they following most firming practices taught by ELAP technicians? 

I '  t 

-. For those NO, what are major differences:. 
4 

I Do they buy a similar set of seeds/fertilizers as with the ELAP program? Yes # i - No # 
-- 

For those NO, what do they buy? 

1.. . . . b) For those NO in # 12, then how many crop cycles did they do before stopping? 
. . 

i 13. For those grouped as NO in # 11 or 12 , why did they stop or not repeat the ELAP practices? 
I 

.-A 

1 3 Found better-paying opportunities # 

j .  
i I 3 Lost access to production area 

_ _ I  

# 

i . I' 1 Military operations on-going/peace and order situation has deteriorated # 
, .~. . 

b I 3 Other (income from crop too low, inputs not available) # b 



- ' Respondents' perceptions of the program and the general peace and order situation !&* : 
Do 1 . o ~  feel that participation o f  !.our farnms in the ELAP program has been: Benefi 

Nor Beneficial # 

Do you see that the participation of !.our members in the ELAP program as a benefit of the peace agreement 
betneen the Philippine go\,erninent and the Moro National Liberation Front? 

Yes = No f: 

Hoit. did the Peace Agreement lead to an impro\*ernenr in the members' situation? 

(Choose only one option from these hvo) Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet 
to receive assistance (I) would prefer to receive seeds, fertilizers and similar production inputs themselves: 
OR (2) would they prefer post hanlest facilities and eaui~ment through cooperatives and other associations? 

Inputs # Facilities # 

Why do you think this? 

Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet to receive assistance would prefer (choose 
one of the two options): (I) to be given production inputs to each one ~ersonally by ELAP; OR (2) to have 
the inputs go to the group to distribute according to the group's majority decision? 

Personally # By Group Decision # 

Why do you think this? 

Do you feel that continued operation of,the program in your area or in other areas would encourage sup~or t  
for the GW-MNLF Peace Agreement by the people in your area? - 

Yes # No # n 

Why do you think this? 4 

Do you feel that continued operation of assistance programs (from donors, NGOs, GRP) in your area or in 
other areas would discouraee feIlow former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict with the 
GRP ? . Yes # No # 

Why do you think this? 

Please provide any other information regarding your perceptions or experiences concerning your participation 
in the program: 

THANK YOU FOR YO WR COOPERA TIOh1 
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EMERGENCY LIVELIHOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (ELAP) 
Suney Questionnaire for Seaweed /Fish Cage Operations Key Informant 

Dare of Survey Sun e?,or: 
Pro\,ince: Cluster Name: 
MNLF State Respondent Name: 
h4unicipality Number of Clusrer parricipants: 

NOTE: Resporzses sshouirl be by clteck-ntnrks mid n u m b m  csrirrtrrted wlwre indicared. H'hn n generalized respomse is 
nskedfor (e.g., # a), plcizse describe tile ntostfrequerir or cor71ntvn cuse or cnses in the opinior~ of rlw kqi! ;rforntmrr. 

Background Information 

Membership [ State Command 3 [ National Unit Command ] 

What were the participants doing immediately before participating in ELAP? 

1 Seaweed farming # Fish Cage Operation # 

3 Intermittently e~nployed 

[ 1 Others productive activities # 

1 1 No productive activities # 

If participants were producing fish or seaweed before ELAP involvement, how extensive were these activities? 

I 3 Almost no seaweed farming or fish cage operations # 

I 3 Limited activity (occasional or working for others) # 

1 .  1 same level of activity as with ELAP 
4 

Activity Cycle 

tur 
Which activity did the participants have with ELAP? Seaweed # Fish Cage # 

When did they start? Average Yield kg Per raWcage/etc . 
b 

Was the harvest generally successful for the participants? Yes # No # 

Uses of harvest income obtained other than for living expenses rw' 

Did the participants purchase inputs for follow-on or expanded production? Yes # . 
bkd 

For those grouped as NO, why not? w 
b 



-. 

Respondents' perceptions of the program and the general peace and order situation 

Do you feel that panicipation of !,our members in the ELAP program has been: Beneficial :! 

Not Beneficial X 
U'lq. do you think this? 

Do you see that tkepanicipariol~ ofyour rnem bers in the ELAP program as a benefit of the peace agreement 
between the Philippine government and the Moro National Liberation Front? 

Yes # No 3 

How did the Peace Agreement lead to an imprm~ernent in the members' situation? 

(Choose only one option from these r\vo) Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet 
to receive assistance (I) would choose to receive seedlings, lines/rafts/cage materials and similar production 
inputs: (2) OR would they prefer post-harvest facilities through cooperatives and other associations? 

Inputs # Facilities # 

Why do you think this? 

(Choose only one option from these two) Do you think your fellow former MNLF combatants who have yet 
to receive assistance would prefer: (1) to be given production inputs to each one personally by ELAP; OR 
(2) to have the inputs go to the group to distribute according to the grou~'s maioritv decision? 

Personally # By Group Decision # 

Why do you think this? 

Do you feel that continued operation ofthe program in your area or in other areas would encourage popular 
support for the GRP-MNLF Peace Agreement? 

Yes # No # 
t 

Why do you think this? 

Do you feel that continued operation of assistance programs (from'donors, NGOs, GRP) in your area or in 
other areas would discouraae fellow former MNLF combatants from resuming armed conflict with the GRP? 

Yes # No # 

Why do you think this? 

Please provide any other information regarding your perceptions or experiences concerning your participation 
in the program: 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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If X0.  then did the!. use rlle income to stan other producti\ e actit4ies OR for other uses (such as bu? 
equipment/\~el~icle. paid debts. etc.)? 

Follon-on Actilities After Participation in the ELAP Program 

After ELAP participation. did the participants continue production? Yes # 

Of those YES. are they in general still producing now? Yes # 

a) If YES, then please indicate the following (may have ~nultiple answers) 
Yes # - No # 

Do they have a similar production area (cages or lines) conipared to ELAP? 
Do they have a significantly reduced production area compared to ELAP? 
Do they have a significantly increased production area compared to ELAP? 

Are they following most production practices taught by ELAP technicians? 

For those grouped as NO, what are major differences? 

Do they buy a similar production inputs as with the ELAP program? Yes # No # 
I 

For those grouped as NO, what do they buy: 

b) If NO, then how many production cycles did they do before stopping? 

For those grouped as NO in # 9 or 10, why did they stop or not repeat the €LAP practices 

1 Found better-paying opportunities # 

[ 1 Lost access to production area # 

I 3 Military operations on-goinglpeace and order situation has deteriorated # 

1 Other (such as income from crop too low, inputs not available) # 
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SCOPE OF WORK 
EMERGENCY LIVELIHOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

ASSESSMENT OF ELAP IMPACT 

BACKGROUND 

On September 2, 1996, the Government of the Philippines and the Moro National Liberation Front 
(W) signed a peace agreement whch brought to an end a long running armed conflict between 
the MNLF and the GOP. Both parties to the agreement recognized that the signing of the Agreement 
brought with it an opportunity to accelerate the economic progress of Mindanao, in particular the 
Muslim areas of Mindanao. Both parties also recognized, however, that for this to happen, it was 
imperative that fomer MNLF combatants obtained means of malcing a living for themselves and 
their families. 

In pursuit of the objective of helping former MNLF combatants develop means of making a living, 
USAID, in response to a request from the GOP, entered into a MOU with the SPCPD on August 8, 
1997 under which USAiD and the SPCPD agreed to implement an Emergency Livelihood Assistance 
Program (ELAP), under which former MNLF combatants were to be provided the assistance they 
needed to initiate or significantly expand production of commodities suitable for the areas in which 
they resided. Assistance was to include necessary production inputs, training, and technical and 
marketing support. 

PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES, AND APPROACH 

Purpose 

At this point, according to ELAP records, some 11,700 fomer MNLF combatants have either 
"graduated" from the ELAP, or are currently receiving assistance through the Program. Internal 
assessments indicate that the Program is working we11 and succeeding in its objective of helping 
former MNLF combatants develop the means of making a living for themselves and their families 
on a continuing basis. Given its reported success, USAD is considering a significant expansion of 
the Program. Before moving forward with the expansion, however, USAID believes it would be 
useful to confirm that the Program is indeed attaining its objectives of helping the former combatants 
obtain the capability of earning a living for themselves and their families on a continuing basis, and 
is contributing to strengthening of the peace in Mindanao. 

Objectives 

The objective of the consultants will be to determine the extent to which "graduates" of the ELAP 
Program have the capability of making a reasonable living for themselves and their f ad i e s .  It is 
believed that a very good indicator of this would be the extent to which the graduates of the ELAP 
Program are continuing the production activities they were assisted to undertake under the ELAP, 
but are now doing so with their own resources. Another objective is to determine whether ELAP 
may be making a contribution to strengthening the peace in Mindanao. 



Approach bd 

In order to carry out this assessment, and be able to come to reasonable conclusions as to the extent 
to which ELAP graduates are continuing production, the consultant is to visit a representative sample 
of ELAP "sites" Mindanao, and hoId discussions with "cluster leaders" and individual beneficiaries. 
At least 30% of the estimated 250 ELAP "graduated" sites are to be visited. Representative "sites" 
should include appropriate numbers of "corn sites," "seaweed sites," and "rice sites." It is estimated 
that carrying out this assessment will require approximately a four week period - with one week for 
mobilization and questionnaire preparation, two weeks for field research activities; and one week 
for report preparation. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

Under the technical direction of USAID, the GEM program shall negotiate and award a subcontract 
to the Mindanao State University (MSU) Foundation to implement an assessment andor survey that 
wiIl provide accurate information or the basis for the determination of the estimated number of 
participants following introduced technologies and able to demonstrate sustained benefits (using 
their own resources) under the program. The subcontractor shall: 

1. Design an assessment instrument that wiIl provide information on: 

Number of participants that have received production inputs, and completed the full 
production cycle; 

Participants' previous access or farrningflivelihood activity prior to participation in the 
ELAP program 

Participants' continuing to engage in the commercially viable agriculturaI activity which 
they were introduced to under the program, using their own resources; 

Participants' continuing to practice modified or adapted technologies/farrning or 
aquacultura1 practices which they were introduced to under the program 

Participants' material and other benefits (not the inputs provided to them) resulting from 
their participation in the ELM program 

a Participants perceptions of the ELAP program, how it has contributed to the local peace 
and order situation, if any; 

Anecdotal infomation on improvements in "well-being" of ELAP "graduates" as well 
as the program's contribution to the peace and order situation. 

2. Implement the assessment among the identified and qualified ELAP program participants 
located within the SZOPAD area of Mindanao. 



3. Organize the survey teams with the appropriate number and qualifications of team members 
that will ensure the effective and on-time delivery of the required outputs. The survey team 
shall be properly oriented, trained and supervised to implement the survey. 

4. Process the survey; and prepare and submit the required reports, together with copies of the 
actual survey returns and data processing documents. Said reports should be in a form 
acceptable to USAID. 

T r n  FRAME 

Pre-testing of the survey questionnaire i s  required. Actual survey, data processing and analysis, and 
report writing shall be for a one-month period after subcontractor's mobilization of staff which takes 
place after five days after contract execution. The final timetable shall be worked out between the 
Consultant and USAID, based on the following: 

October 25-27,2000 Preparation of subcontractor's price proposal (for budgeting purposes 
and securing USAID approval for this activity) 

October 30-Nov. 3,2000 Securing USAID approval for the proposed scope of work and draft 
questionnaire, and the proposed subcontracting action 

November 6-13,2000 (Contingent upon USAID approval) Negotiation and subcontract 
award, pre-testing of survey questionnaire 

~ovember  14-17,2000 Subcontractor's mobilization 

Nov. 20-Dec. 15,2000 Survey proper, draft report writing 

Dec. 18-20,2000 Submission of final report 

OUTPUTS 

The outputs of the survey shall consist of the following: 

Survey Implementation or Mid-term report due by (December 15,2000) 

Survey Processing and Find Report due by (December 20,2000) 

The outputs must be approved and accepted by USAID before succeeding steps can be implemented. 
The final product must also be approved and accepted by USAID. The final report shall be 
submitted in hard copy and on diskette and must be accompanied by copies of supporting data tables 
in hard copy and on diskette and by the complete original survey returns. 


